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Chapter i 


INTRODUCTION 


“The Unexamined Life Is Not Worth Living.” 


I he unexamined life is not worth living.” In these terms, 
Socrates — the first great moral philosopher of western civilization 
— stated the creed of reflective men and set the task of ethical 
theory. To seek, with the aid of reason, a consistent and correct 
ideal of life is the traditional goal of moral philosophers Yet. to 
search for basic moral principles and to attempt to solve prob- 
lems concerning the good and the bad, the right and the wrong, 
is not the exclusive province of philosophers. Writers and states- 
men, historians, and ordinary citizens also conduct ethical inquiry, 
although they may not call it that. Aristotle’s Nickomachean 
Ethics, Shakespeare's Hamlet, Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address, and 
Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations, as well as discussions at the 
bridge table and in college dormitories, exemplify at various levels 
the same questing spirit and desire for wisdom. 

Flowing beneath every human action is the current of ethical 
significance, and in all ages and places, questions about moral 
conduct and moral principles are posed and answers attempted. 
“To be or not to be?” is at its heart a question of ethics. And 
“Whether 'tis nobler in the mind to suffer the slings and arrows 


INTRODUCTION ^ 


of outrageous fortune, or to take arms against a sea of troubles, 
and by opposing end them” — this is, indeed, a difficult decision. 
In this, Hamlet's dilemma is typical of the problems that confront 
the ethical theorist and the sensitive layman alike. They are 
among the most subtle and pressing problems of life. 

The answers to ethical questions, whether momentous as the 
agonized query of Hamlet or trivial as the smallest matter of 
conformity to convention, are not to be found at the back of the 
book. The various means which have been devised to deal with 
ethical problems range from the mute acceptance of authority, 
through the poet's inspiration and the gambler's hunch, to the 
moral philosopher's direct and systematic analysis of the founda- 
tions of morality. Admittedly, the philosopher's commitment “to 
seek the truth, and to follow it wherever it leads” puts him under 
a harsh discipline. To earn the title of “rational animal," we are 
not obligated to think through every moral situation to its very 
roots; but once we go beyond immediate action to a consideration 
of the reasons for our actions, we are in reason's territory, and 
there, logic rules. In truth, we have only two alternatives, to 
reflect on moral matters or to remain silent. We would have to 
use reason even to argue for the soundness of refraining from ra- 
tional discussion. The philosopher Epictetus, confronted by a 
sceptic, made plain the inescapability of committing ourselves to 
the use of logic: 


When one of the company said, “Convince me that logic is necessary,” 
Epictetus asked: “Do you wish me to demonstrate this to you?” “Yes.” 
“Then must I use a demonstrative form of argument?” And when this 
was admitted: “Then how will you know whether I argue fallaciously?” 
And as the man was silent: “Don’t you see," said Epictetus, “how even 
you yourself acknowledge that /ogic is necessary, since without its assist- 
ance you cannot so much as know whether it is necessary or not?" 


Principles and Practices 


To think about morality, deeply and honestly, is the main 
business of ethical theorists, and in this, we can all participate to 
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some degree. But more often than not, it is an instructive and 
chastening experience to,seek out the theory that lies beneath 
actual practice, for we can then see the inconsistencies of ordinary 
moral thought and practice. We condemn as lazy the man who 
chooses the life of a beachcomber, yet we envy and admire anyone 
who is sufficiently wealthy to spend his time doing nothing. We 
disapprove of the “climber” when he is someone we dislike, yet 
praise the same quality when it appears in a “‘go-getter” who is 
our friend. We say that “honesty is the best policy,” yet acknowl- 
edge in our actions and words the good taste and practicality of 
telling white, gray, and black lies. It would be difficult to reconcile 
the principles underlying such judgments, and we can see why 
common sense morality is usually distrusted by systematic ethical 
theorists. On examination, it proves to be a murky and illogical 
collection of rules which are bound together only by the slender 
threads of chance and custom. 

When observation and experience reveal to us how great the 
distance is between the high-flown ideals to which men give lip 
service and the down-to-earth expediency of the morality they 
practice, we may lose confidence in the efficacy of moral principles 
and theories. But moral principles cannot be escaped. Even the 
most cynical moral opportunist, in his recommendation that we 
act in each case only to promote our best interests, is setting up a 
principle to govern behavior. It is different in content but not in 
kind from the Socratic ideal of the life of reason or the Utilitarian 
goal of “the greatest good of the greatest number." Our moral 
integrity suffers when our principles are allowed to remain under- 
ground or when they are inconsistent with each other or with our 
actions. 

We all have beliefs in accordance with which we judge actions 
and characters, our own and those of others, to be right or wrong, 
good or bad; we have aspirations which we strive to realize; and 
we have a conception, dim or clear, of the best way to live. When 
we endeavor to fill in the blank places in our moral theory, to 
eliminate as far as possible contradictory directives for behavior; 
when we endeavor to know what principles we act upon and how 
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these are related to the principles to which we give intellectual 
assent; and when we endeavor to know why we think an ideal or 
moral judgment is correct, we have made a good beginning in the 
direction of applying reason to the moral life, of seeking an ethical 
theory. 


Reason and Morality 


Reason is applied to moral situations and problems in different 
ways, depending upon the purposes of the investigator. The social 
scientist undertakes to describe how men actually behave, and 
he may or may not draw conclusions from his inquiry as to how 
they ought to act. The casuist, drawing upon moral principles, 
law, religion, and related areas, attempts to decide concrete cases 
of morality. The moralist, whether a literary light or religious 
leader, tells men what he thinks they ought to do and exhorts 
them to follow the right way. Finally, the ethical theorist under- 
takes the systematic questioning and critical examination of the 
underlying principles of morality. These ways of dealing with 
morality are not mutually exclusive, and it is not uncommon for 
an individual to combine all four in his approach to morality. 

For the social scientist, the examination of moral behavior en- 
tails the processes of definition, classification, and generalization. 
He observes and compares the mores, customs, traditions, morals, 
and laws of different societies and formulates theories about the 
role of morals in society; or he may study the relationship between 
technological and moral-cultural change; or he may report the 
facts, points of view, and actions taken in specific cases of moral 
conduct. Although his findings are relevant to conclusions reached 
by others interested in morality, the social scientist as such is 
essentially engaged in descriptive activity. 

Casuistry — applied ethics — deals with individual moral prob- 
lems, such as matters of conscience and conflicts of obligation. 
The casuist acts on some occasions in an advisory capacity, guid- 
ing individuals in their choice of actions, e.g., he may attempt to 
resolve the conflicting duties of the father of a starving family 
who has no other course than to steal. He also has an adjudicative 
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function, for he must bring to bear various principles which he 
regards as relevant to a particular case, and reach a judgment as 
to the guilt and responsibility of the offender by weighing the 
various circumstances of the case. Confronted with the problem 
of being both just and merciful to a hungry man who has stolen 
bread, a judge in a court of law would find himself engaged in 
casuistry in order to balance the principle of justice and the prin- 
ciple of mercy to meet the demands of a practical situation. 

The moralist is concerned to keep alive the values he considers 
worthwhile and to improve the moral quality of his community. 
Seeking to win men over to his ethical convictions and to exhort 
them to act in accordance with them, he acts in a manner which 
is primarily persuasive and prescriptive. To him, such actions as 
the stealing of bread provide the impetus and occasion to Warn 
men away from what is wrong and to guide them towards what is 
right. 

The ethical theorist, were he to examine the case of th 
thief, would be interested in it chiefly as an illustration of a more 
general problem, namely, whether or not it is possible to r econcile 
the principle of justice — which demands that each man be given 
what is due him — with the principle of mercy — which requires 
that extenuating circumstances be taken into account. In dealing 
with principles which establish standards for action, the ethical 
theorist has in common with the casuist and the moralist an 1n- 
terest in the normative, i.e., the regulative, phase of ethics. His 
distinctive function, however, is a deliberative one, for he 1$ 1n- 
terested in the examination of underlying assumptions and the 
critical evaluation of principles. 
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History and Ethical Theory 


The development of ethical theory in western civil 
been by the gradual accretion of insights, rather than by a syste- 
matic evolution in a straight line of progress. Two principal influ- 
ences, divergent in origin and direction, have provided most of 
the concepts with which ethical theorists in the western world 
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deal. In the Greek tradition, ethics was conceived as relating to 
the “good life.” Inquiry was directed towards discovering the 
nature of happiness; differences of opinion regarding the char- 
acteristics of the happiest life and the means for achieving it en- 
liven the writings of the ancient philosophers. A quite different 
orientation was introduced by the Judaeo-Christian ethic. In this 
tradition, the ideals of righteousness before God and the love of 
God and neighbor, not the happy or pleasant life, constitute the 
substance of morality. These two influences are represented in a 
major cleavage between those theorists who regard duty and the 
right as the primary ethical concepts and those who view happi- 
ness and the good life as the fundamental concerns of ethics. 
If we make an effort to reconcile these diverse views, we are faced 
with the difficult task of defining the relationship between “doing 
what is right” and “being happy.” 

The diverse traditions of the Greek and Judaeo-Christian ethics, 
in combination with the many other historical and cultural factors 
operative in the formation of ideas, produce a multiplicity of 
systems in ethics. To the extent that ethical theory addresses itself 
to the problems current in the time of its formulation, it necessarily 
manifests this variety. This is the case because history itself does 
not follow an orderly course in which problematic situations are 
neatly solved and filed away before a new set of problems arises. 
The content of ethical theories, as a consequence, is largely a 
series of problems posed, solutions tendered, objections made, and 
replies attempted. The problems which occupy a generation may 
not be solved, yet fresh difficulties may demand to be treated — a 
German sage is reported to have observed that problems are 
never solved, but are merely superseded by new ones. But the 
very issues which have been put aside in favor of more pressing 
matters may reappear generations, or even centuries, later, to be 
considered afresh. Within any one ethical theory, there is system, 
rational structure, and a high degree of definiteness, but the 
history of cthical theory in the heterogeneous western tradition is 
markedly irregular, unsystematic, and unsettled. Ethics is, in con- 
sequence, all the richer and the more challenging. 

6 


THE NATURE OF ETHICAL THEORY 


The Nature of Ethical Theory 


The initial problem of ethical theory is that of defining the na- 
ture of ethics. Any definition of a discipline so long in tradition 
and so rich in variety is made vague by the demands of inclusive- 
ness. Broadly conceived, ethical theorizing is concerned with the 
construction of a rational system of moral principles, and, as we 
have seen, with the direct and systematic examination of the 
underlying assumptions of morality. More specifically we find 
among the enterprises attempted by ethical theorists: (1) the 
analysis and explanation of moral judgments and behavior; (2) the 
investigation and clarification of the meanings of moral terms and 
statements; (3) the establishment of the validity of (a) a set of 
norms or standards for the governing of behavior, or (b) an ideal 
of human character to be achieved, or (c) ultimate goals to be 
striven for. We may still call a man an ethical theorist, even if he 
does not attempt all these tasks.’ 

The more specific our statement of what ethical theory is, -he 
more we find ourselves committed to a particular ethical theory. 
To define ethics as the study of the conditions for man’s happiness 
would provide an appropriate description of ethics as it was con- 
ceived by Aristotle, but not as it was undérstood by Immanuel 
Kant. Or, conversely, if we portray ethics as the study of man’s 


14 note on terminology: The term “moral” is essentially equivalent to the term 
“ethical.” Etymologically, these terms are identical, the former being derived from the 
Latin word “mores,” the latter from the Greek word “ethos,” both words referring to 
customary behavior. Both terms may be used with two different antonyms. Ordinarily, 
the opposite of “ moral " is taken to be “immoral,” so that we mean by a “moral man” 
one who is good and does what is right, and by an “immoral man” one who is bad and 
does what is wrong. However, “moral” may also be used in a wider sense to refer simul- 
taneously to right and-wrong. In this case, its antonym is “amoral.” In this usage, men 
are “moral” in the sense that certain of their actions, e.g., the way parents treat their 
children, the way we handle our obligations, the ideals by which we live, etc., are subject 
to judgments of right and wrong. By contrast, the functioning of the digestive system, 
like the operation of a machine or the flavor of an apple, would be considered amoral, 
i.e., they are objects to which moral judgments are irrelevant. The same analysis may 
be made of the term "ethical," i.e., its antonym may be either “unethical,” i.e., it may 
refer to what is wrong, or it may have as an antonym “ non-ethical," in which case it 
would apply ro objects which are not subject to moral or ethical evaluation. 
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irrevocable duties, we will be charactetizing Kant's theory ade- 
quately, but we would have a completely misleading notion of 
the ethics of Aristotle. Further, although the classical ethical 
theorists attempt to present systems of moral principles and the 
reasons why they are valid, there are ethical theorists — the posi- 
tivists, in particular — who deny the logical defensibility of such 
systems. Again, there are theorists who insist that those who attach 
great importance to the factual aspect of morality should be classi- 
fied as social scientists and not as ethical theorists at all. And 
even on a point of general agreement, diversity may nevertheless 
persist. For example, although many ethical theorists agree that 
it is necessary to analyze the meaning of the language of morality, 
they use methods which vary so greatly as to produce strikingly 
different fesults. 

In regard to the definition of ethics, as for the many other unre- 
solved problems of ethical theory, the best appreciation of the 
meaning and importance of a problem comes from an examination 
of the various solutions which have been attempted. Each ethical 
theorist conceives ethics in his own way, and to obtain a truly 
meaningful conception of ethics, there is no substitute for ac- 
quaintance with the ethical theories themselves. From participat- 
ing in the clashes of opinion, we shall discover that the chalienge 
of ethics consists rather in the stimulation of its questions than 
in the finality of its answers. There is, moreover, the promise of 
the essential benefits of all philosophical controversy — the 
achievement of a measure of intellectual independence and ma- 
turity and a sense of security in dealing with abstract concepts. 
And, in addition, for those who enter into the spirit of the philo- 
sophic enterprise, the traditions of ethics provide an adventure 
into a whole new range of ideas. 
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KNOWLEDGE AND VIRTUE 


Plato 


I he birth of Plato (427-347 B.c.) coincides closely with the 


death of Pericles, the greatest. leader of democratic Athens, and 
with the beginning of the Peloponnesian War, which drained the 
strength of the Greek city-states. He lived in a period of moral 
degeneration and continuous political turmoil. If, as has been said, 
the magnificent intellect of Plato was the flower of Athenian po- 
litical and moral excellence, it must be added that as the flower 
was unfolding, the plant was beginning to wither. Plato's reaction 
to the confusion of the times was an uncompromising assertion 
of the validity of a high and absolute morality and the disavowal 
of government of the many in favor of government by “philoso- 
pher kings." 

An aristocrat in fac 
may be traced on his fath 
on his mother's side to the 
law. His position and wea 
cation possible for an Athen 


t as well as in thought, Plato's ancestry 
er's side to the last king of Athens and 
family of Solon, the founder of Athenian 
Ith enabled him to receive the best edu- 
ian youth and to spend most of his 
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life in the pursuit of knowledge. The decisive point of Plato’s 
career occurred in his twentieth year, when he was drawn into 
the orbit of Socrates (469-399 B.c.), probably the most forceful 
personality of ancient Greece. Through the skillful exchanges of 
questions and answers, i.e., the “dialectical method," Socrates 
was able to stimulate to greater mental effort those with whom 
he came in contact. Alternately, he adopted the roles of “gadfly” 
and “midwife”: he stung his contemporaries to mental activity 
through exposing their unexamined beliefs, yet patiently de- 
livered them of their latent ideas. Plato was Socrates’ devoted 
recorder and faithful defender. However, the true greatness of 
Plato arises from his construction of an enduring philosophical 
system in which he integrates the insights of Socrates with his own. 

The teachings of Socrates were as disturbing to the Athenian 
populace as they were attractive to the Socratic circle. In 399 B.c., 
Socrates was condemned to death on the charge that he was “an 
evil-doer and a curious person, searching into things under the 
earth and above the heaven; and making the worse appear the 
better causé, and teaching all this to others.” The trial and death 
of Socrates — so unforgettably described in Plato’s Apology, Crito, 
and Phaedo — had the effect upon Plato of vindicating his mis- 
trust of Athenian democracy. He left Athens and traveled for 
twelve years, spending: time in Egypt, Greece, Italy, and Sicily. 
In his fortieth year, at the peak of his intellectual development, 
Plato returned to Athens and founded the first of the great schools 
of antiquity, the Academy. He taught with outstanding success 
ind increasing fame until his death at the age of eighty. 

The writings of Plato are in dialogue form, which is admirably 
suited to show the strength of the Socratic method. Plato himself 
does not appear as a character in the dialogues, but in almost all 
of them, he speaks through Socrates. As a result, it is not always 
possible to distinguish with historical accuracy the Socratic from 
the Platonic conceptions in the dialogues. Generally, however, in 
his earlier dialogues Plato seems not to go beyond the teachings 
of Socrates, whereas he develops his own positive doctrine in the 
later ones. The Charmides, in which the meaning of “temperance” 
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is sought, and the Euthyphro, in which successive definitions of 
“piety” are examined and dismissed, are representative of the 
earlier dialogues generally classified as “Socratic.” Outstanding 
among the dialogues of Plato’s mature period -are the Gorgias, 
which is particularly important for ethics, the Taeatetus, in which 
the theory of knowledge is discussed, the Phaedrus and the Sym- 
posium, in which the Platonic doctrine of love is developed, the 
Timaeus, in which an account of the universe is given, and the 
master work, the Republic, in which Plato gives us the most com- 
prehensive statement of his philosophy. 


Plato's ethical theory, like that of the other Greek philosophers, 
is an attempt to provide an answer to the question, “What is the 
good life?” Following the Socratic dictum, “knowledge is virtue," 
Plato develops the thesis that the life of reason is the happiest 
and best. For him, this means that knowledge produces a har- 
monious man, ih the sense that when reason governs the desires 
and passions, an orderly and well.balanced personality results. 
Indeed, only knowledge can lead to virtue; when a man is ig- 
norant, his personality is disorganized, for the unruly desires and 
passions then control him. By contrast, when a man truly knows 
what is good, i.e., when he knows what promotes harmony, he 
will Zo what is good. Hence, it is the virtuous man, i.e. the rational 
man, who is truly happy. This view is sharply opposed to that of 
the Sophist, Callicles, wno proclaims, “He who would truly live, 
ought to allow his desires to wax to the uttermost." At the same 
time, Plato's position avoids the other extreme, exemplified by 
the Cynic philosopher, Antisthenes, who asserts, “better madness 
than a pursuit of pleasure." In the history of Greek philosophy, 
Plato stands as a distinguished advocate of the well-rounded life, 
guided by reason. 

In the Dialogues, two basic philosophical conceptions are found 
which are especially relevant to ethics, namely, the doctrine of 
teleology and the theory of Ideas. According to the doctrine of 


teleology, everything in the universe has a purpose or proper 
I! 
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function within a harmonious hierarchy of purposes. The ultimate 
explanation of things is purposive rather than mechanical. The 
underlying question in all of Plato’s investigations is the “why” 
of an event rather than the “how.” He makes graphic the value 
of the teleological type of explanation in recounting Socrates' 
reasons for remaining in prison in preference to escaping: 


[Suppose that the mechanist who] endeavored to explain the causes 
of my several actions in detail, went on to show that... I am sitting 
here in a curved posture because my . . . bones are lifted at their joints 
by the contraction or relaxation of the muscles . . . [He would be failing] 
to mention the true cause, which is that . . . I have thought it better 
and more right to remain here and undergo my sentence. . . . There is 
surely a strange confusion of causes and conditions in all this. 


Man, too, has his purpose or proper function. His value, like 
that of everything else in the universe, depends upon his effective- 
ness in fulfilling his function. In turn, the success of an individual 
in realizing his purpose is determined by the effective functioning 
of the basic constituents of his personality. The morally virtuous 
man is one who is in rational, biological, and emotional balance, 
ox, in Platonic terms, one who is wise, temperate, courageous, and 
just. In the virtuous man, desires and passions function har- 
moniously under the governance of reason. He is the truly happy 
man who "'sets in order his own inner life and is his own master, 
and his own law, and at peace with himself. . . . He is no longer 
many, but has become one entirely temperate and perfectly ad- 
justed nature.” 

A second doctrine in the Platonic philosophy which is basic to 
his ethics is the theory: of Ideas, or Forms. This theory involves 
the belief that general conceptions are not derived from ex- 
perience but are logically prior to it. For example, each of us 
knows what a perfect circle is, even though every circle we have 
seen or might attempt to draw falls short of perfection. It is by 
means of our concept of a perfect circle that we identify circular 
objects. Moreover, the idea of the nature of a perfect circle is 
the same for everyone and never varies. But because all things in 
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the world of space and time change, the idea of circularity which 
men possess cannot be an idea of anything in the physical world. 
Consequently, our concept of circularity must be of an unchanging 
object, i.e., an object which is nonspatial, nontemporal, and in no 
way dependent upon us. It is this kind of unchanging object 
which Plato terms a Form or Idea. Without such permanent, fixed 
Forms, he maintains, there could be no general names for objects 
nor common discussion of them, for the world of'sensory experi- 
ence is constantly changing and varies from man to man. 

The Forms are more rea/ than the objects of the spatio-temporal 
world, Plato reasons, in the sense that they are presupposed in 
any explanation of the observable world. The search for knowl- 
edge is, accordingly, a search for the real, and the knowledge 
gained is absolute, universal, and objective. What holds for knowl- 
edge in general holds for ethical knowledge in particular. Plato 
insists, for example, that we must have knowledge of the Form, 
Justice, in order to recognize a just man or a just act, and that 
the basis of our ethical judgment, i.c., the Form itself, is invariant. 
Thus, ‘Plato is unalterably opposed to ethical irrationalism — the 
view that reason is impotent in ethics — and relativism — the 
view that “man is the measure” of moral values. 

Plato’s analysis of morality and reality culminates in his ac- 
count of the Form or Idea of the Good — the conception through 
which he unites the principle of teleology and the theory of Forms 
with ethics. The Good is at once the final goal which all things in 
the universe are seeking to realize and the ultimate source of their 
intelligibility and meaning. Plato tells us that: 

... In the world of knowledge the [Idea of the Good] appears last 
of all, it is seen only with an effort; and, when seen, is also inferred to be 
the universal author of all things beautiful and right, parent of light 
and of the lord of light in this visible world, and the immediate source of 
reason and truth in the intellectual; and this is thé power upon which 
he who would act rationally either in public or private life must have 
his eye fixed.” 

Plato is not systematic in the development of his philosophy; 
both his criticisms of the Sophists' view that “man is the meas- 
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ure” of the good, and his positive doctrine of the Good as objective 
and immutable, must be extracted from the exchange of questions 
and answers in his dialogues. The substance of his philosophy is 
found in his solutions of two persistent ethical problems: (1) Why 
should any man be morally virtuous? and (2) Assuming the indis- 
pensability of knowledge for the moral life, what is the ultimate 
knowledge upon which moral virtue is based? These lead him to 
consideration of such subsidiary problems as: What are the merits 
of the just life in contrast to the unjust life? Is pleasure the su- 
preme good? Is knowledge superior to pleasure? What is the pre- 
cise meaning of “justice”? 


1. Plato gives an account of the manner in which his philosophical 
opponents, the Sophists, answer the question, “Why should men be 
morally virtuous?” They maintain that the weak value justice only 
because it restrains the strong. Every man would take advantage of 
his neighbors if he were certain that he would not be apprehended and 
punished, for he is interested only in his own welfare. Injustice is 
more profitable than justice, provided it is possible to escape detection. 
This conception of human nature is presented by Glaucon in the story 


of Gyges’ ring. 


~ Now that those who practise justice do so involuntarily and be- 
cause they have not the power to be unjust will best appear if we 
imagine something of this kind: having given both to the just 
and the unjust power to do what they will, let us watch and see 
whither desire will lead them; then we shall discover in the very 
act the just and unjust man to be proceeding along the same road, 
following their interest, which all natures deem to be their good, 
and are only diverted into the path of justice by the force of law. 
The liberty which we are supposing may be most completely given 
to them in the form of such a power as is said to have been pos- 
sessed by Gyges the ancestor of Croesus the Lydian. According 
to the tradition, Gyges was a shepherd in the service of the king 
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of Lydia; there was a great storm, and an earthquake made an 
opening in the earth at the place where he was feeding his flock. 
Amazed at the sight, he descended into the opening, where, 
among other marvels, he beheld a hollow brazen horse, having 
doors, at which he stooping and looking in saw a dead body of 
stature, as appeared to him, more than human, and having noth- 
ing on but a gold ring; this he took from the finger of the dead and 
reascended. Now the shepherds met together, according to cus- 
tom, that they might send their monthly report about the flocks 
to the king; into their assembly he came having the ring on his 
finger, and as he was sitting among them he chanced to turn the 
collet of the ring inside his hand, when instantly he became invisi- 
ble to the rest of the company and they began to speak of him 
as if he were no longer present. He was astonished at this, and 
again touching the ring he turned the collet outwards and re- 
appeared; he made several trials of the ring, and always with the 
same result — when he turned the collet inwards he became 
invisible, when outwards he reappeared. Whereupon he contrived 
to be chosen one of the messengers who were sent to the court; 
where as soon as he arrived he seduced the queen, and with her 
help conspired against the king and slew him, and took the king- 
dom. Suppose now that there were two such magic rings, and the 
t on one of them and the unjust the other; no man can be 
ch an iron nature that he would stand fast in 
ld keep his hands off what was not his own 
when he could safely. take what he liked out of the market, or 
go into houses and lie with any one at his pleasure, or kill or 
release from prison whom he would, and in all respects be like a 
God among men. Then the actions of the just would be as the 
actions of the unjust; they would both come at last to the same 
point. And this we may truly affirm to be a great proof that a 
not willingly or because he thinks that justice is any 
dually, but of necessity, for whereyer any one 
thinks that he can safely be unjust, there he is unjust. For all 
men believe in their hearts that injustice is far more profitable 
to the individual than justice, an" he who argues as I have been 
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supposing, will say that they are right.’If you could imagine any 
one obtaining this power of becoming invisible, and never doing 
any wrong or touching what was another’s, he would be thought 
by the lookers-on to be a most wretched idiot, although they 
would praise him to one another’s faces, and keep up appearances 
with one another from a fear that they too might suffer injustice.° 


2. Thrasymachus, the celebrated Sophist, elaborates the advantages 
of injustice in political and economic affairs. He makes it clear that 
injustice is rewarding particularly when it is conducted on a large 
scale. Happiness, he concludes, comes from injustice and not from 


justice. 


. .. So entirely astray are you in your ideas about the just and 
unjust as not even to know that justice and the just are in reality 
another’s good; that is to say, the interest of the ruler and stronger, 
and the loss of the subject and servant; and injustice the opposite; 
for the unjust is lord over the truly simple and just: he is the 
stronger, and his subjects do what is for his interest, and minister 
to his happiness, which is very far from being their own. Consider 
further, most foolish Socrates, that the just is always a loser in 
comparison with the unjust. First of all, in private contracts: 
wherever the unjust is the partner of the just you will find that, 
when the partnership is dissolved, the unjust man has always 
more and the just less. Secondly, in their dealings with the State: 
when there is an income-tax, the just man will pay more and the 
unjust less on the same amount of income; and when there is 
anything to be received the one gains nothing and the other much. 
Observe also what happens when they take an office; there is the 
just man neglecting his affairs and perhaps suffering other losses, 
and getting nothing out of the public, because he is just; moreover 
he is hated by his friends and acquaintances for refusing to serve 
them in unlawful ways. 

But all this is reversed in the case of the unjust man. I am 
speaking, as before, of injustice on a large scale in which the ad- 
vantage of the unjust is most apparent; and my meaning will be 
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most clearly seen if we turn to that highest form of injustice in 
which the criminal is the happiest of men, and the sufferers or 
those who refuse to do injustice are the most miserable — that is 
to say tyranny, which by fraud and force takes away the property 
of others, not little by little but wholesale; comprehending in one, 
things sacred as well as profane, private and public; for which acts 
of wrong, if he were detected perpetrating any one of them singly, 
he would be punished and incur great disgrace — they who do 
such wrong in particular cases are called robbers of temples, and 
man-stealers and burglars and swindlers and thieves. But when 
a man besides taking away the money of the citizens has made 
slaves of them, then, instead of these names of reproach, he is 
termed happy and blessed, not only by the citizens but by all who 
hear of his having achieved the consummation of injustice. For 
mankind censure injustice, fearing that they may be the victims 
of it and not because they shrink from committing it. And thus, 
as I have shown, Socrates, injustice, when on a sufficient scale, 
has more strength and freedom and mastery than justice; and, as 
I said at first, justice is the interest of the stronger, whereas in- 
justice is a man's own profit and interest.? 


3. But constant discussion does not terminate the disagreement 
hetween Plato and the Sophists in regard to the value of justice. 
Underlying the Sophists’ rejection of the just life is their contention 
that pleasure is the supreme good and that injustice is better than 
justice because it brings more pleasure. In the dialogue, Gorgias, 
Plato attempts to destroy this doctrine by focusing attention on the 
logical inadequacy of identifying pleasure with the good. 
let us remember that Callicles, the Acharnian, 


nd good are the same; but that knowledge and 
s of virtue] are not the same, either with one 


soc. Well, then, 
says that pleasure a 
courage [as example 
another, or with the good. 

cat. And what does our fri 
he assent to this, or not? 


end Socrates, of Foxton, say — does 
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soc. He does not assent; neither will Callicles, when he sees 
himself truly. You will admit, I suppose, that good and evil for- 
tune are opposed to each other? 

CAL. Yes. 

soc. And if they are opposed to each other, then, like health 
and disease, they exclude one another; a man cannot have them 
both, or be without them both, at the same time? 

CAL. What do you mean? 

soc. Take the case of any bodily affection: — a man may have 
the complaint in his eyes which is called ophthalmia? 

CAL. To be sure. 

soc. But he surely cannot have the same eyes well and sound 
at the same time? 

CAL. Certainly not. 

soc. And when he has got rid of his ophthalmia, has he got rid 
of the health of his eyes too? Is the final result, that he gets rid 
of them both together? 

CAL. Certainly not. 

soc. That would surely be marvellous and absurd? 

CAL. Very. 

soc. I suppose that he is affected by them, and gets rid of them 
in turns?  . > 

CAL. Yes: 

soc. And he may have strength and weakness in the same way, 
by fits? . 

CAL. Yes. 

soc. Or swiftness and slowness? 

cat. Certainly. 

soc. And does he have and not have good and happiness, and 
their opposites, evil and misery, in a similar alternation? 

caL. Certainly he has. 

soc. If then there be'anything which a man has and has not 
at the same time, clearly that cannot be good and evil — do we 
agree? Please not to answer without consideration. 

CAL. I entirely agree. ; : 

soc. Go back now to our former admissions. — Did you say that 
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to hunger, I mean the mere state of hunger, was pleasant or 
painful? à 

car. I said painful, but that to eat when you are hungry is 
pleasant. 

soc. I know; but still the actual hunger is painful: am I not 
right? 

CAL. Yes. 

soc. And thirst, too, is painful? 

CAL. Yes, very. 

soc. Need I adduce any more instances, or would you agree 
that all wants or desires are painful? 

caL. I agree, and therefore. you need not adduce any more 
instances. 

soc. Very good. And you would admit that to drink, when you 
are thirsty, is pleasant? 

CAL. Yes. 

soc, And in the sentence which you have just uttered, the word 
‘thirsty’ implies pain? à 

CAL. Yes. 

soc: And the word ‘drinking’ is expressive of pleasure, and of 


the satisfaction of the want? 
CAL. Yes. 
soc. There is pleasure. in dri 
cAL. Certainly. 
soc. When you are thirsty? 
CAL. Yes. 
soc. And in pain? 
CAL. Yes.’ 


4. The first phase of Socrates’ argument js now completed: it is 


granted that good and evil are contradictories, 1.€-5 mutually ex- 


clusive in one man at one time, whereas pleasure and pain may occur 

simultaneously in a man. If one may have pleasure and pain at the 

same time, but not good and evil, then there is a contradiction 

in identifying “good” with “pleasure” and “evil” with “pain.” 
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Socrates continues in the same vein, after summarizing his argument 
to this point. 


soc. Do you see the inference: — that pleasure and pain are 
simultaneous, when you say that being thirsty, you drink? For 
are they not simultaneous, and do they not affect at the same 
time the same part, whether of the soul or the body? — which of 
them is affected cannot be supposed to be of any consequence: Is 
not this true? 

CAL. It is. 

soc. You said also, that no man could have good and evil fortune 
at the same time? 

CAL. Yes, I did. 

soc. But you admitted, that when in pain a man might also 
have pleasure? 

caL. Clearly. 

soc. Then pleasure is not the same as good fortune, or pain the 
same as evil fortune, and therefore the good is not the same as 
the pleasant? 

caL. I wish I knew, Socrates, what your quibbling means. 

soc. You know, Callicles, but you affect not to know. 

CAL. Well, get on, and don't keep fooling: then you will know 
what a wiseacre you are in your admonition of me. 

soc. Does not a man cease from his thirst and from his pleasure 
in drinking at the same time? 

CAL. I do not understand what you are saying. 

Gon. Nay, Callicles, answer, if only for our sakes; — we should 
like to hear the argument out. 

CAL. Yes, Gorgias, but I must complain of the habitual trifling 
of Socrates; he is always arguing about little and unworthy ques- 
tions. 

cor. What matter? Your reputation, Callicles, is not at stake. 
Let Socrates argue in his own fashion. 

CAL. Well, then, Socrates, you shall ask these little peddling 
questions, since Gorgias wishes to have them. 

soc. I envy you, Callicles, for having been initiated into the 
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‘great mysteries before you were initiated into the lesser. I thought 
that this was not allowable. But to return to our argument: — 
Does not a man cease from thirsting and from the pleasure of 
drinking at the same moment? 
CAL. True. 
soc. And if he is hungry, or has any other desire, does he not 
cease from the desire and the pleasure at the same moment? 
CAL. Very true. 
soc. Then he ceases from pain and pleasure at the same mo- 
ment? 
CAL. Yes. 
soc. But he does not cease from good and evil at the same mo- 
ment, as you haveadmitted: — do youstill adhere to what you said? 
CAL. Yes, I do; but what is the inference? 
soc. Why, my friend, the inference is that the good is not the 
same as the pleasant, or the evil the same as the painful; there is 
a cessation of pleasure and pain at the same moment; but not of 
good and evil, for they are different. How then can pleasure be 
the same as good, or pain as evil? And T would have you look at 
the matter in another light, which could hardly, I think, have 
been considered by you when you identified them: Are not the 
good good because they have good [i.e., the Idea of the Good] 
present with them, as the beautiful are those who have beauty 


present with them M 


5. While he is still concerned to. show the inadequacy of hedonism 
(pleasure is the supreme “ good”), Plato, in the Protagoras, presents 
Socrates in the role of a constructive critic. He examines the issue 
here for the purpose of showing that knowledge is superior to pleasure, 
even though it appears to the average man that pleasure overcomes 


knowledge. 


o me, Protagoras, and reveal your opinion 


Uncover your mind t ) 
agree with the 


about knowledge, that I may know whether you ith the 
rest of the world. Now the rest of the world are of opinion that 


knowledge is a principle not of strength, or of rule, or of command: 
21 PE»: b 
* 


+ 
aguest Wem seq fe 


DO oo ane ip nie rie x 
d ga n ON 


KNOWLEDGE AND VIRTUE i 


their notion is that a man may have knowledge, and yet that the 
knowledge which is in him may be overmastered by anger, or 
pleasure, or pain, or love, or perhaps by fear, — just as if knowl- 
edge were a slave, and might be dragged about anyhow. Now is 
that your view? or do you think that knowledge is a noble and 
commanding thing, which cannot be overcome, and will not allow 
a man, if he only knows the difference of good and evil, to do 
anything which is contrary to knowledge, but that wisdom will 
have strength to help him? 

I agree with you, Socrates, said Protagoras; and not only so, 
but I, above all other men, am bound to say that wisdom and 
knowledge are the highest of human things. 

Good, I said, and true. But are you aware that the majority of 
the world are of another mind; and that men are commonly sup- 
posed to know the things which are best, and not to do them 
when they might? And most persons whom I have asked the 
reason of this have said that when men act contrary to knowledge 
they are overcome by pain, or pleasure, or some of those affections 
which I was just now mentioning. 

Yes, Socrates, he replied; and that is not the only point about 
which mankind are in error. 

Suppose, then, that you and I endeavour to instruct and inform 
them what is the nature of this affection which they call “being 
overcome by pleasure, and which they affirm to be the reason 
why they do not always do what is best.* 


6. Socrates and Protagoras are agreed that the hedonist is forced 
to employ some other standard than the pleasure-pain principle. 
For, in evaluating pleasures and pains to obtain the greatest amount 
of pleasure, some sort of “measurement” is required. Since the art 
of measurement is reflective, the hedonist must admit his dependence 
upon knowledge. Socrates is interrogating Protagoras with a view 
to establishing this conclusion. ; 

... Do you not pursue after pleasure as a good, and avoid 


pain as an evil? 
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Then you think that pain is an evil and pleasure is a good: and 
even pleasure you deem an evil, when it robs you of greater 
pleasures than it gives, or causes pains greater than the pleasure. 
If, however, you call pleasure an evil in relation to some other end 
or standard, you will be able to show us that standard. But you 
have none to show. ; 

I do not think that they have, said Protagoras. 

And have you not a similar way of speaking about pain? You 
call pain a good when it takes away greater pains than those 
which it has, or gives pleasures greater than the pains: then if 
you have some standard other than pleasure and pain to which 
you refer when you call actual pain a good, you can show what 
that is. But you cannot. 

True, said Protagoras. 

. . . If you weigh pleasures against pleasures, you of course take 
the more and greater; or if you weigh pains against pains, you 
take the fewer and the less; or if pleasures against pains, then you 
choose that course of action in which the painful is exceeded by 
the pleasant, whether the distant by the near or the near by the 
distant; and you avoid that course of action in which the pleasant 
is exceeded by the painful. Would you not admit, my triends, that 
this is true? I am confident that they cannot deny this. 

He agreed with me. 

Well then, I shall say, if you agree so far, be so good as to 
answer me a question: Do not the same magnitudes appear larger 
to your sight when near, and smaller when at a distance? They 
will acknowledge that. And the same holds of thickness and num- 
ber; also sounds, which are in themselves equal, are greater when 
near, and lesser when at a distance. They will grant that also. 
Now suppose happiness to consist in doing or choosing the greater, 
and in not doing or in avoiding the less, what would be the saving 
principle of human life? Would not the art of measuring be the 
saving principle; or would the power of appearance? Is not the 
latter that deceiving art which makes us wander up and down 
and take the things at one time of which we repent at another. 
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both in our actions and in our choice of things great and sinall?, 
But the art of measurement would do away with the effect of 
appearances, and, showing the truth, would fain teach the soul 
at last to find rest in the truth, and would thus save our life. 
Would not mankind generally acknowledge that the art which 
accomplishes this result is the art of measurement? . . . Both of us 
were agreeing that there was nothing mightier than knowledge, 
and that knowledge, in whatever existing, must have the ad- 
vantage over pleasure and all other things; and then you said 
that pleasure often got the advantage even over a man who has 
knowledge; and we refused to allow this, and you rejoined: O 
Protagoras and Socrates, what is the meaning of being overcome 
by pleasure if not this? — tell us what you call such a state: — if 
we had immediately and at the time answered 'Ignorance,' you 
would have laughed at us. But now, in laughing at us, you will 
be laughing at yourselves: for you also admitted that men err in 
their choice of pleasures and pains; that is, in their choice of good 
and evil, from defect of knowledge; and you admitted further, 
that they err, not only from defect of knowledge in general, but 
of that particular knowledge which is called measuring. And you 
are also aware that the erring act which is done without knowledge 
is done in ignorance.^ 

7. Socrates concludes that when it is said that men are overcome by 
pleasure, it means that they are acting from ignorance: “No man 
voluntarily pursues evil or that which he thinks to be evil.” Thus, 
the man who is governed by reason will not be led astray. The doctrine 
that “virtue is knowledge” is expanded by Plato in The Republic, 
through integrating it with his “faculty psychology.” H is ethics rests 
upon two major points of this psychology: (z) the souls of all indi- 
viduals consist of three basic elements or faculties, reason, spirit 
(passion), and appetite (desire); (2) an individual's character de- 
pends upon the comparative development of the three elements and 
the dominance of one faculty over the others. 

Each of the three elements of the soul (psyche) is involved in moral 
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behavior, ahd each, when it carries out its proper function, is char- 
acterized by an appropriate virtue: governing the soul by reason 
constitutes wisdom; rational regulation of desire constitutes temper- 
ance; the support of reason by the passions constitutes. courage; the 
harmony of the three faculties constitutes justice, which is the over- 
arching virtue. The same kind of analysis applies also to the function- 
ing of Society, because, for Plato, the state is the “individual writ 
large.” Socrates and Glaucon, discussing the virtues, agree that “the 
same principles which exist in the state exist also in the individual, 
and that they are three in number.” The exposition of the several 
virtues continues: 


...He is to be deemed courageous whose spirit retains in 
pleasure and in pain the commands of reason about what he 
ought or ought not to fear....And him we call wise who has 
in him that little part which rules, and which proclaims these 
commands; that part too being supposed to have a knowledge of 
what is for the interest of each of the three parts and of the 
whole... 

And would you not say that he is temperate who has these same 
elements in friendly harmony, in whom the one ruling principle 
of reason, and the two subject ones of spirit and desire are equally 
agreed that reason ought to rule, and do not.rebel? 

Certainly, he said,.that is the true account of temperance 
whether in the State or individual. 

And surely, I said, we have explained again and again how and 
by virtue of what quality a man will be just. 

That is very certain. 

And is justice dimmer in the individual, and is her form dif- 
ferent, or is she the same which we found her to be in the State? 

There is no difference in my opinion, he said. 

Because, if any doubt is still lingering in our minds, a few com- 
monplace instances will satisfy us of the truth of what I am saying. 

What sort of instances do you mean? 

If the case is put to us, must we not admit that the just State, 
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or the man who is trained in the principles of such à State, will 
be less likely than the unjust to make away with a deposit of gold 
or silver? Would any one deny this? 


No one, he replied. j 
Will the just man or citizen ever be guilty of sacrilege or theft, 


or treachery either to his friends or to his country? 


Never. 
Neither will he ever break faith where there have been oaths 


or agreements? 


Impossible. 
No one will be less likely to commit adultery, or to dishonour 
his father and mother, or to fail in his religious duties. ... And 


the reason is that each part of him is doing its own business, 
whether in ruling or being ruled... . Are you satisfied then that 
the quality which makes such men and such states is justice, or 
do you hope to discover some other? 
Not I, indeed. ` 
Then our dream has been realized; and the suspicion which we 
entertained at the beginning of our work of construction, that 
some divine power must have conducted us to a primary form of 
justice, has now been verified. ... And the division of labour 
which required the carpenter and the shoemaker and the rest of 
the citizens to be dọing each his own business, and not another’s, 
was a shadow of justice, and for that reason it was of use... 
But in reality justice was such as we were describing, being 
concerned however, not with the outward man, but with the in- 
ward, which is the true self and concernment of man: for the just 
man does not permit the several elements within him to interfere 
with one another, or any of them to do the work of others, — he 
sets in order his own inner life, and is his own master and his own 
law, and at peace with himself; and when he has bound together 
the three principles within him, which may be compared to the 
higher, lower, and middle notes of the scale, and the intermediate 
"intervals — when he has bound all these together, and is no longer 
many, but has become one entirely temperate and perfectly ad- 
justed nature, then'he proceeds to act, if he has to act, whether 
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in a matter of property, or in the treatment of the body, or in 
some affair of politics or private business; always thinking and 
calling that which preserves and co-operates with this harmonious 
condition, just and good action, and the kncwledge which pre- 
sides over it, wisdom, and that which at any time impairs this 
condition, he will call unjust action, and the opinion which pre- 
sides over it ignorance. 

You have said the exact truth, Socrates. 

Very good; and if we were to affirm that we had discovered the 
just man and the just State, and the nature of justice in each of 
them, we should not be telling a falsehood? 

Most certainly not.! 

8. The just man, then, is “integrated” — reason, emotion, and 
desire function harmoniously within him. On the other hand, the 
unjust individual is beset by inner “rebellion” — there is disorder 
within his soul. For injustice destroys the natural order of the 
personality, as disease detracts from bodily health. Accordingly, those 
actions which preserve a harmonious state in man will be deemed 
“good” and those which diminish it will be termed “bad.” Plato 
is now in a’ position to answer the original question, “Why should 
any man be morally virtuous, or just?” Once the nature of justice is 
clearly understood, its practical superiority over injustice is manifest, 

And now, I said, injustice has to be considered. . . . Must not 
injustice be a strife which arises among the three principles — a 
meddlesomeness, and interference, and rising up of a part of the 
soul against the whole, an assertion of unlawful authority, which 
is made by a rebellious subject against a true prince, of whom he 
is the natural vassal, — what is all this confusion and delusion 
but injustice, and intemperance and cowardice and ignorance, 
and every form of vice? 


Exactly so. rem 
And if the nature of justice and injustice be known, then the 


meaning of acting unjustly and being unjust, or, again, of acting 
justly, will also be perfectly clear. . . . They are like disease and 
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health; being in the soul just what disease and health are in the 
body. . . . That which is healthy causes health, and that which is 
unhealthy causes disease. . . . And just actions cause justice, and 
unjust actions cause injustice. . . . And the creation of health is 
the institution of a natural order and government'of one by an- 
other in the parts of the body; and the creation of disease is the 
production of a state of things at variance with this natural 
Orders. 

And is not the creation of justice the institution of a natural 
order and government of one by another in the parts of the soul, 
and the creation of injustice the production of a state of things at 
variance with the natural order? 

Exactly so, he said. 

Then virtue is the health and beauty and well-being of the soul, 
and vice the disease and weakness and deformity of the same. . . . 
Do not good practices lead to virtue, and evil practices to vice? 

Assuredly. 

Still our old question of the comparative advantage of justice 
and injustice has not been answered: Which is the more profitable, 
to be just and act justly and practise virtue, whether seen or un- 
seen of gods and men, or to be unjust and act unjustly, if only 
unpunished and unreformed? 

In my judgment, Socrates, the question has now become ri- 
diculous. We know that, when the bodily constitution is gone, life 
is no longer endurable, though pampered with all kinds of meats 
and drinks, and having all wealth and all power; and shall we be 
told that when the very essence of the vital principle is under- 
mined and corrupted, life is still worth having to a man, if only 
he be allowed to do whatever he likes with the single exception 
that he is not to acquire justice and virtue, or to escape from 
injustice and vice; assuming them both to be such as we have 
described? 

Yes, I said, the question is, as you say, ridiculous. 


9. Having expounded the nature of justice in detail, Socrates takes 


his listeners by surprise with his assertion that there is something 
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higher than justice, viz., the Idea of the Good. Adeimantus presses 
Socrates for an explanation. 


What, he said, is there a knowledge still higher than this — 
higher than justice and the other virtues? 

Yes, I said, there is. And of the virtues too we must behold not 
the outline merely, as at present — nothing short of the most 
finished picture should satisfy us. When little things are elaborated 
with an infinity of pains, in order that they may appear in their 
full beauty and utmost clearness, how ridiculous that we should 
not think the highest truths worthy of attaining the highest ac- 
curacy! 

A right noble thought; but do you suppose that we shall refrain 
from asking you what is this highest knowledge? 

Nay, I said, ask if you will; but 1 am certain that you have 
heard the answer many times, and now you either do not under- 
stand me or, as I rather think, you are disposed to be troublesome; 
for you have often been told that the idea of good is the highest 
knowledge, and that all other things become useful and advanta- 
geous only by their use of this. You can hardly be ignorant that 


- of this I was about to speak, concerning which, as you have often 
. heard me say, we know so little; and, without which, any other 


knowledge or possession of any kind will profit us nothing. Do 
you think that thespossession of all other things is'of any value 
if we do not possess the good? or the knowledge of all other things 
if we have no knowledge of beauty and goodness? 
Assuredly not. ^ 
70. Plato, then, has answered the question, “What is the ultimate 
knowledge upon which moral virtue is based?” It is the knowledge of 
the Good. However, the ultimate and supreme Good is too exalted an 
idea to be grasped fully by the human mind. Since the Idea of the 
Good defies direct statement, Plato's presentation of it must take the 
form of an analogy. Thus, sight requires not only the eye and the 
object of sight but also the sun, which is the source of light. In the 
same way, understanding requires not only the mind and the objects 
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of understanding but also the Good, which is the source of intelligi- ; 
bility. In short, visible objects can be seen only when the sun shines 
upon them, and truth can be known only when illuminated by the 
Good. Socrates spells out this analogy in conversation with Glaucon. 


Why, you know, I said, that the eyes, when a person directs 
them towards objects on which the light of day is no longer shin- 
ing, but the moon and stars only, see dimly, and are nearly blind; 
they seem to have no clearness of vision in them. . . . But when 
they are directed towards objects on which the sun shines, they 
see clearly and there is sight in them... . And the soul is like 
the eye: when resting upon that on which truth and being shine, 
the soul perceives and understands and is radiant with intelli- 
gence; but when turned towards the twilight of becoming and 
perishing, then she has opinion only, and goes blinking about, and 
is first of one opinion and then of another, and seems to have no 
intelligence. . . . Now, that which imparts truth to the known and 
the power of knowing to the knower is what I would have you 
term the idea of good, and this you will deem to be the cause of 
science, and of truth in so far as the latter becomes the subject of 
knowledge; beautiful too, as are both truth and knowledge, you 
will be right in esteeming this other nature as more beautiful than 
either; and, as in the previous instance, light and sight may be 
truly said to be like the sun, and yet not to be the sun, so in this 
other sphere, science and truth may be deemed to be like the 
good, but not the good; the good has a place of honour yet higher. 

What a wonder of beauty that must be, he said, which is the 
author of science and truth, and yet surpasses them in beauty; 
for you surely cannot mean to say that pleasure is the good? 

God forbid, I replied; but may I ask you to consider the image 
in another point of view? ... You would say, would you not, 
that the sun is not only the author of visibility in all visible 
things, but of generation and nourishment and growth, though he 
himself is not generation? 

Certainly. 

In like manner the good may be said to be not only the author 
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of knowledge to all things known, but of their being and essence, 
and yet the good is not essence, but far exceeds essence in dignity 
and power. 

11. Making use of the analogy between the eye's vision and the 
soul" s vision, Plato goes on to discuss the conditions and circumstances 
of our knowledge of the good. 

. .. My opinion is that in the world of knowledge the idea of 
good appears last of all, and is seen only with an effort; and, when 
seen, is also inferred to be the universal author of all things beauti- 
ful and right, parent of light and of the lord of light in this visible 
.world, and the immediate source of reason and truth in the intel- 
lectual; and that this is the power upon which he who would act 
rationally either in public or private life must have his eye fixed. 
[It is my further conviction] that the power and capacity of 
learning exists in the soul already; and that just as the eye [is] 
unable to turn from darkness to light without the whole body, 
so too the instrument of knowledge can only by the movement of 
the whole soul be turned from the world of becoming [— the 
changing world of experience —] into that of being [— the world 
of permanent reality — ], and learn by degrees to endure the sight 
of being, and of the brightest and best of being, or in other words, 
of the good... 

And must there not be some art which will effect conversion 
in the easiest and quickest manner; not implanting the faculty of 
sight, for that exists already, but has been turned in the wrong 
direction, and is looking away from the truth? 

Yes, [Glaucon] said, such an art may be presumed. 

And whereas the other so-called virtues of the soul seem to be 
akin to bodily qualities, for even when they are not originally 
innate they can be implanted later by habit and exercise, the vir- 
tue of wisdom more than anything else contains a divine element 
which always remains, and by this conversion is rendered useful 
and profitable .. . ™ 

12. Convinced that “the philosopher holding converse with the di- 


vine order, becomes orderly and divine, as far as the nature of man 
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allows," Plato summarizes his case against those who believe that 
injustice is more profitable than justice. The philosopher, properly 
trained, can model his life after the ideal of perfection which his rea- 
son discloses to him. 


[Glaucon asked:] From what point of view, then, and on what 
ground can we say that a man is profited by injustice or intemper- 
ance or other baseness, which will make him a worse man, even 
though he acquire money or power by his wickedness? 

From no point of view at all. 

What shall he profit, if his injustice be undetected and unpun- 
ished? He who is undetected only gets worse, whereas he who is 
detected and punished has the brutal part of his nature silenced 
and humanized; the gentler element in him is liberated, and his 
whole soul is perfected and ennobled by the acquirement of justice 
and temperance and wisdom, more than the body ever is by re- 
ceiving gifts of beauty, strength and health, in proportion as the 
soul is more honourable than the body . . . 

To this nobler purpose the man of understanding will devote 
the energies of his life. And in the first place, he will honour studies 
which impress these qualities on his soul, and will disregard 
others. ...In the next place, he will regulate his bodily habit 
and training, and so far will he be from yielding to brutal and 
irrational pleasures, that he will regard even health as quite a 
secondary matter; his first object will be not that he may be fair 
or strong or well, unless he is likely thereby to gain temperance, 
but he will always desire so to attemper the body as to preserve 
the harmony of the soul. ... And in the acquisition of wealth 
there is a principle of order and harmony which he will also ob- 
serve; he will not allow himself to be dazzled by the foolish ap- 
plause of the world, and heap up riches to his own infinite 
harm... 

He will look at the city which is within him, and take heed 
that no disorder occur in it, such as might arise either from super- 
fluity or from want; and upon this principle he will regulate his 
Property and gain or spend according to his means... . And, for 
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the same reason, he will gladly accept and enjoy such honours as 
he deems likely to make him a better man; but those, whether 
private or public, which are likely to disorder his life, he will 
avoid... 

Then, if that is his motive, he will not be a statesman. 

By the dog of Egypt, he will! in the city which is his own he 
certainly will, though in the land of his birth perhaps not, unless 
he have a divine call. 

I understand; you mean that he will be a ruler in the city of 
which we are the founders, and which exists in idea only; for I 
do not believe that there is such an one anywhere on earth? 

In heaven, I replied, there is laid up a pattern of it, methinks, 
which he who desires may behold, and beholding, may set his 
own house in order. But whether such an one exists, or ever will 
exist in fact, is no matter; for he will live after the manner of that 
city, having nothing to do with any other." 


Questions 


“Everything in the universe has a purpose or proper function within 
a harmonious hierarchy of purposes.” In Plato’s ethics, what is 
man’s, proper function, and how is it related to his moral worth? 

2. What is the connection between knowledge and moral conduct in 
Plato’s moral theory? What arguments can be put forward to sup- 
port his view, and what can be said against it? 

3. Describe Socrates’ dialectical method, and evaluate it as a technique 
for philosophical debate. What limitations on its effectiveness result 
trom the Sophists’ rejection of the laws of logic? 

4. Reconstruct the Sophists’ conception of human motivation, and 
develop its implications for their definition of “justice.” 

5. What are Plato’s objections to the hedonism of the Sophists? How 
does he support the view that reason is indispensable even to 
hedonists? i i 

6. Explain the concept of “harmony” in Plato’s ethical theory, and 

relate it to his definition of the cardinal virtues. 

. Against the Sophists’ argument that injustice is more profitable 

than justice, Socrates holds the belief that it is better to be done an 

injustice than to commit one. What arguments are offered by both 
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parties to the debate, in defense and in attack? Evaluate the short- 
term and long-run practicality of these conflicting moral theories. 
8. Describe the psychological theory underlying Plato’s ethics. How 
is it related to his conception of the state? 
g. What is the place of the “Idea of the Good”’ in Plato’s general 
philosophical position? In his ethical theory? 

10. Using Plato’s analogy between vision and understanding, describe 
the way in which knowledge of the good may be sought. Where can 
one expect to find the model of perfection which Plato recommends 
as the proper guide to moral excellence? Why should men seek the 
idea of the good? 
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Aristotle 


A: (384-322 B.c.), the philosopher with whom only 
Plato compares in influence upon the history of western thought, 
was born in the Greek colony of Stagira in Macedonia. His father, 
Nicomachus, a student of natural history and an eminent physi- 
cian, held the post of physician to Amnytas II, King of Macedonia, 
father of Philip the Great, until his death in Aristotle’s eighteenth 
year. At his father’s death, Aristotle, who had been brought up 
in an atmosphere of science and scholarship, went to Athens to 
study philosophy under Plato, and he remained at the Academy 
until Plato's death in 347 B.c. 

While Aristotle was unquestionably Plato’s most talented stu- 
dent, he was by no means his most devoted disciple: “Dear is 
Plato, but dearer still is truth.” It has been suggested that his 
refusal to defer to the master cost him the nomination to succeed 
Plato as the head of the Academy. In any event, Aristotle was 
passed over in favor of Xenocrates, a man who did not approach 
him in intellectual stature. In 343 s.c. Aristotle was selected as 
tutor to Alexander, the thirteen year old son of King Philip of 
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Macedonia. It was Philip who planned and began the world con- 
quest which Alexander the Great so nearly fulfilled. There is no 
evidence that Aristotle, in his three years as tutor, modified the 
influence of father upon son or in any way affected the subsequent 
thoughts and deeds of Alexander; neither is there evidence that 
Aristotle ever recognized the significance of Alexander’s goal of 
political unity. A bond of friendship was formed between teacher 
and pupil, however, and it is reported that Alexander later sub- 
sidized some of Aristotle’s researches in the natural sciences. 

At the age of fifty-two, Aristotle returned to Athens and 
founded the Lyceum, the second of the four great Schools, of 
antiquity. An immediate success as a lecturer, he entered into the 
enormously productive period of his life: combining the roles of 
encyclopedist, scientist, and philosopher, he is reputed to have 
written over four hundred works, to have conducted and di- 
rected prodigious researches in botany and zoology, and to have 
amassed one of the great libraries of the Greek world. As the 
result of an anti-Macedonian uprising after the death of Alexander 
in 323 B.c., Aristotle left Athens. It is said by some authorities 
that he was accused of dangerous teachings and indicted by the 
Athenian citizens, just as Socrates had been seventy-six years 
earlier, but that he, in contrast to Socrates, accepted the option 
of exile. Aristotle died at Chalcis on the island of Euboea in the 
next year. AN j : 

According to Aristotle's own classification, his works deal with: 
the theoretical sciences, ¢.g., Metaphysics, Physics, De Caelo (as- 
tronomy), De Generatione et Corruptione (biology), De Anima 
(psychology); the practical sciences, e.g., Nicomachean Ethics, 
Eudemian Ethics, Politics; the productive or poetical sciences, e.g., 
Rhetoric, Poetics; and logic, e.g., Organon. On such impressive 
evidence, it is not surprising that it is said of Aristotle that for 
his time he knew all that was to be known. 


Historically, Aristotle’s Nichomachean Ethics is the first system- 
atic treatment of ethics in western civilization. It belongs in the 
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tradition begun by Socrates and advanced by Plato, a tradition 
which stresses both the supremacy of man’s rational nature and 
the purposive nature of the universe. Nevertheless, within this 
broad framework, the ethical theories of Aristotle and his teacher, 
Flato, stand in sharp contrast. This difference stems from con- 
flicting conceptions of the nature of the ultimate moral principle 
and is a consequence of different metaphysical positions. Aristotle 
takes issue with Plato's thesis that individual objects are intelli- 
gible only in terms of immutable forms or ideas which exist in 
and of themselves. According to Aristotle’s doctrine, the forms 
which make objects understandable cannot exist apart from partic- 
ular objects. That is, individual objects, for Aristotle, are a unity 
of a universal, repeatable form and a unique content or matter: 
“no form without matter, no matter without form.". Conse- 
quently, Aristotle rejects the Platonic view that the moral evalua- 
tions of daily life presuppose a “good” which is independent of 
experience, personality, and circumstances. Rather, he insists that 
the basic moral principle is immanent in the activities of our daily 
lives and can be discovered only through a study of them. 

In keeping with his general position, Aristotle begins his ethical 
inquiry with an empirical investigation of what it is that men 
fundamentally desire. In his search, he finds such goals as wealth 
and honors inadequate. He points out that an ultimate end for 
man must be one which is, first, self-sufficient — “that which 
[even] when isolated makes life desirable and lacking in nothing" 
— second, final — “that which is always desirable in itself and 
never for the sake of something else" — and third, attainable by 
man. Men are agreed, Aristotle maintains, that happiness alone 
is the go hich meets these requirements. However, he recog- 
nizes that this is no more than a preliminary agreement about 
what it is that we should investigate in ethics. More specifically, 
we want to know the nature of happiness and the conditions of 
its attainment. 

Following Plato, Aristotle tells us that happiness must be ex- 
plained in terms of reason, man’s distinctive function or activity. 
In his philosophical system, however, this view is significantly 
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modified by the doctrine of potentiality and actuality. Just as the 
acorn actualizes its unique potentiality by becoming an oak, so 
too man actualizes his distinctive or defining potentiality by 
living the life of reason. To Aristotle, this means that happiness 
depends upon the actualization — the full realization — of man’s 
rationality. 

Consideration of the conditions requisite to the attainment ot 
happiness leads Aristotle into a discussion of virtue. For him, as 
for other Greek philosophers, "virtue" refers to the excellence 
of a thing, ż¿.e., the disposition to perform effectively its proper 
function. For example, a “virtuous” knife cuts well, and a “ virtu- 
ous" physician successfully restores his patients to health. By 
the same token, Aristotle argues, a virtuous man lives according 
to reason, thus realizing his distinctive potentiality. However, he 
subdivides human virtue into two types, the moral and the intel- 
lectual. The moral virtues concern the habitual choice of actions 
in accordance with rational principles. The contemplation of 
theoretical truths and the discovery of the rational principles 
which ought to control everyday actions give rise to the intellec- 
tual virtues. But while contemplation, that activity by which 
men may attain the highest human happiness, is limited to the 

divinely gifted few, the practical virtues, with their lesser degrees 
of happiness, are within reach of the ordinary man. 

Aristotle, then, in harmony with the Greek tradition, stresses 
the value of contemplation, but withal, is much impressed with 
the fact that men live for the most part at the level of practical 
decision and routine behavior. The good habits necessary to moral 
virtue are not strictly personal matters but can best be formed in 


a sound social and legal structure: 


_. . It is difficult to get from youth up a right training for virtue if 
one has not been brought up under right laws; for to live tempe ately 
and hardily is not pleasant to most people, especially when they are 
young. For this reason their nurture and occupations should be fixed 
by law; for they. will not be painful when they have become customary. 
But it is surely not enough that when they are young they should get 
the right nurture and attention; since they must, even when they are 
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grown up, practice and be habituated to them, we shall need laws for 
this as well, and generally speaking to cover the whole of life; for most 
people obey necessity rather than argument, and punishments rather 
than the sense of what is noble.* 


1. Aristotle assumes that any investigation, practical or theoretical, 
nas a teleological basis; that is, it aims at some end or good. By using 
examples from ordinary experience, he attempts to show that ends 
or goods form a hierarchy. 


Every art and every inquiry, and similarly every action and 
pursuit, is thought to aim at some good; and for this reason the 
good has rightly been declared to be that at which all things aim. 
But a certain difference is found among ends; some are activities, 
others are products apart from the activities that produce them. 
Where there are ends apart from the actions, it is the nature of 
the products to be better than the activities. Now, as there are 
many actions, arts, and sciences, their ends also are many; the 
end of the medical art is health, that of shipbuilding a vessel, 
that of strategy victory, that of economics wealth. But where 
such arts fall under a single capacity — as bridle-making and the 
other arts concerned with the equipment of horses fall under the 
art of riding, and this and every military action under strategy, 
in the same way other arts fall under yet others — in all of these 
the ends of the master arts are to be preferred to all the subordi- 
nate ends; for it is for the sake of the former that the latter are 
pursued. It makes no difference whether the activities themselves 
are the ends of the actions, or something else apart from the 
activities, as in the case of the sciences just mentioned.^ 


2. Analogously, each theoretical pursuit has its appropriate end, 
but the science of politics — ethics and social philosophy — includes 
all the others, in the sense that it ascertains their importance and de- 
velopment. For this reason, the science of politics can have as its 
proper end nothing less than “the good for man." 
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If, then, there is some end of the things we do, which we desire 
for its own sake (everything else being desired for the sake of 
this), and if we do not choose everything for the sake of something 
else (for at that rate the process would go on to infinity, so that 
our desire would be empty and vain), clearly this must be the 
good and the chief good. Will not the knowledge of it, then, have 
a great influence on life? Shall we not, like archers who have a 
mark to aim at, be more likely to hit upon what is right? If so, 
we must try, in outline at least to determine what it is, and of 
which of the sciences or capacities it is the object. It would seem 
to belong to the most authoritative art and that which is most 
truly the master art. And politics appears to be of this nature; 
for it is this that ordains which of the sciences should be studied 
in a state, and which each class of citizens should learn and up to 
what point they should learn them; and we see even the most 
highly esteemed of capacities to fall under this, e.g. strategy, 
economics, rhetoric; now, since politics uses the rest of the sci- 
ences, and since, again, it legislates as to what we are to do and 
what we are to abstain from, the end of this science must include 
those of the others, so that this end must be the good for man. For 
even if the end is the same for a single man and for a state, that 
of the state seems at all events something greater and more com- 
plete whether to attain or to preserve; though it is worth while to 
attain the end merely for one man, it is finer and more godlike to 


attain it for a nation or for city-states.° 


3. Aristotle warns us against expecting a high degree of pre- 
cision in our study of political science, since it deals with the human 
variable. As such, it is a subject matter best handled by men of ex- 


perience. 


ion will be adequate if it has as much clearness as 
of, for precision is not to be sought for 
y more than in all the products of the 
which political science investi- 
fluctuation of opinion, so that 


Our discuss 
the subject-matter admits 
alike in all discussions, any 1 
crafts. Now fine and just actions, 


gates, admit of much variety and 
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they may be thought to exist only by convention, and not by 
nature. And goods also give rise to a similar fluctuation because 
they bring harm to many people; for before now men have been 
undone by reason of their wealth, and others by reason of their 
courage. We must be content, then, in speaking of such subjects 
and with such premisses to indicate the truth roughly and in out- 
line, and in speaking about things which are only for the most part 
true and with premisses of the same kind to reach conclusions that 
are no better. In the same spirit, therefore, should each type of 
statement be received; for it is the mark of an educated man to 
look for precision in each class of things just so far as the nature 
of the subject admits; it is evidently equally foolish to accept 
probable reasoning from a mathematician and to demand from 
a rhétorician scientific proofs. 

Now each man judges well the things he knows, and of these 
he is a good judge. And so the man who has been educated in a 
subject is a good judge of that subject, and the man who has 
received an all-round education is a good judge in general. Hence 
a young man is not a proper hearer of lectures on political science; 
for he is inexperienced in the actions that occur in life, but its 
discussions start from these and are about these; and, further, 
since he tends to follow his passions, his study will be vain and 
unprofitable, because the end aimed at is not knowledge but ac- 
tion. And it makes no difference whether he is young in years or 
youthful in character; the defect does not depend on time, but on 
his living, and pursuing each successive object, as passion directs. 
For to such persons, as to the incontinent, knowledge brings no 
profit; but to those who desire and act in accordance with a rational 
principle knowledge about such matters will be of great benefit.4 


4. Among those who are sufficiently mature to discuss ethics, 
there is verbal agreement that the good for man is happiness, but 
opinions about its precise nature vary. 

Let us resume our inquiry and state, in view of the fact that 
all knowledge and every pursuit aims at some good, what it is 


that we say political science aims at and what is the highest of 
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xx Li ae by action. Verbally there is very general 
BARS or a the general run of men and people of superior 
donc Mah UMS It is happiness, and identify living well and 
" hes ae ing happy; but with regard to what happiness 

they differ, and the many do not give the same account as the 
Me For the former think it is some plain and obvious thing, 
ike pleasure, wealth, or honour; they differ, however, from one 
another — and often even the same man identifies it with dif- 
ferent things, with health when he is ill, with wealth when he is 
poor; but, conscious of their ignorance, they admire those who 
proclaim some great ideal that is above their comprehension. Now 
some thought [e.g., Plato] that apart from these many goods 
there is another which is self-subsistent and causes the goodness 
of all these as well. To examine all the opinions that have been 
held were perhaps somewhat fruitless; enough to examine those 
that are most prevalent or that seem to be arguable.* 


5. Aristotle then proceeds to discuss the general criteria which 
make possible the identification of man’s chief good. 


: Let us again return to the good we are seeking, and ask what 
it can be. It seems different in different actions and arts; it is 
different in medicine, in strategy, and in the other arts likewise. 
What then is the good of each? Surely that for whose sake every- 
thing else is done. In medicine this is health, in strategy victory, 
in architecture a house, in any other sphere something else, and in 
every action and pursuit the end; for it is for the sake of this that 
all men do whatever else they do. Therefore, if there is an end 
for all that we do, this will be the good achievable by action, and 
if there are more than one, these will be the goods achievable by 
action. 

So the argument has by a different course reached the same 
point; but we must try to state this even more clearly: Since there 
are evidently more than one end, and we choose some of these 
(e.g. wealth, flutes, and in general instruments) for the sake of 
something else, clearly not all ends are final ends; but tlie chief 
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good is evidently something final. Therefore, if there is only one 
final end, this will be what we are seeking, and if there are more 
than one, the most final of these will be what we are seeking. Now 
we call that which is in itself worthy of pursuit more final than 
that which is worthy of pursuit for the sake of something else, 
and that which is never desirable for the sake of something else 
more final than the things that are desirable both in themselves 
and for the sake of that other thing, and therefore we call final 
without qualification that which is always desirable in itself and 
never for the sake of something else. 

Now such a thing happiness, above all else, is held to be; for 
this we choose always for itself and never for the sake of some- 
thing else, but honour, pleasure, reason, and every virtue we 
choose indeed for themselves (for if nothing resulted from them 
we should still choose each of them), but we choose them also for 
the sake of happiness, judging that by means of them we shall be 
happy. Happiness, on the other hand, no one chooses for the sake 
of these, nor, in general, for anything other than itself. 

From the point of view of self-sufficiency the same result seems 
to follow;-for the final good is thought to be self-sufficient. Now 
by self-sufficient we do not mean that which is sufficient for a 
man by himself, for one who lives a solitary life, but also for par- 
ents, children, wife, and in general for his friends and fellow 
Citizens, since man is born for citizenship. But some limit must 
be set to this; for if we extend our requirement to ancestors and 
descendants and friends’ friends we are in for an infinite series. 
Let us examine this question, however, on another occasion; the 
self-sufficient we now define as that which when isolated makes 
life desirable and lacking in nothing; and such we think happiness 
to be; and further we think it most desirable of all. things, without 
being counted as one good thing among others — if it were so 
counted it would clearly be made more desirable by the addition 
of even the least of goods; for that which is added becomes an 
excess of goods, and of goods-the greater is always more desirable. 
Happiness, then, is something final and self-sufficient, and is the 
end of action.‘ 
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6. Although it is agreed that happiness meets these criteria, Aris- 
lotle recognizes that the precise nature of happiness still remains to 
be explained. His definition of happiness contains two vital concepts: 
“activity of soul," which means the exercise of reason; and “in 
accordance with virtue,” which describes the quality of the per- 
formance. 


Presumably, however, to say that happiness is the chief good 
seems a platitude, and a clearer account of what it is is still de- 
sired. This might perhaps be given, if we could first ascertain the 
function of man. For just as for a flute-player, a sculptor, or any 
artist, and, in general, for all things that have a function or ac- 
tivity, the good and the ‘well’ is thought to reside in the function, 
so would it seem to be for man, if he has a function. Have the 
carpenter, then, and the tanner certain functions or activities, 
and has man none? Is he born without a function? Or as eye, hand, 
foot, and in general each of the parts evidently has a function, 
may one lay it down that man similarly has a function apart from 
all these? What then can this be? Life seems to be common even 
but we are seeking what is peculiar to man. Let us ex- 
clude, therefore, the life of nutrition and growth. Next there 
would be a life of perception, but if also seems to be common even 
to the horse, the ox, and every animal. There remains, then, an 
active life of the element that has a rational principle; of this, 
one part has such a principle in the sense'of being obedient to one, 
the other in the sense of possessing one and exercising thought. 
And, as ‘life of the rational element’ also has two meanings, we 
must state that life in the sense of activity is what we mean; for 
this seems to be the more proper sense of the term. Now if the 
function of man is an activity of soul which illos or ake a 
rational principle, and if we say a so-and-so’ and à good so- 
and.so' have a function which is the same in kind, e.g. a lyre- 
player and a good lyre-player, and so without Re m sl 
cases, eminence in respect of goodness being added to t j 4 
of the function (for the function of a lyre-player is p P ay pr 
lyre, and that of a good Inepiere is to do so well): if this 1s the 
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case, [and we state the function of man to be a certain kind of 
life, and this to be an activity or actions of the soul implying a 
rational principle, and the function of a good man to be the good 
and noble performance of these, and if aný action is well performed 
when it is performed in accordance with the appropriate excel- 
lence: if this is the case, ] human good turns out to be activity of 
soul in accordance with virtue, and if there are more than one 
virtue, in accordance with the best and most complete. 

But we must add ‘in a complete life.’ For one swallow does not 
make a summer, nor does one day; and so too one day, or a short 
time, does not make a man blessed and happy. . . . [Also, a happy 
man ] needs the external goods as well; for it is impossible, or not 
easy, to do noble acts without the proper equipment. In many 
actions we use friends and riches and political power as instru- 
ments; and there are some things the lack of which takes the lustre 
from happiness; as good birth, goodly children, beauty; for the 
man who is very ugly in appearance or ill-born or solitary and 
childless is not very likely to be happy, and perhaps a man would 
be still less likely if he had thoroughly bad children or friends or 
had lost good children or friends by death.s 


7. Aristotle’s definition of happiness cannot be fully understood 
until the nature of virtue has been thoroughly examined. But the 
nature of virtue, in turn, depends upon the structure of the soul, 
which contains both rational and irrational components. Two func- 
tions fall to the rational part, the control of man's irrational pro- 
pensities and the exercise of reason for its own sake. 


Since happiness is an activity of soul in accordance with perfect 
virtue, we must consider the nature of virtue; for perhaps we shall 
thus see better the nature of happiness. The true student of 
politics, too, is thought. to have studied virtue above all things; 
for he wishes to make his fellow citizens good and obedient to the 
laws. As an example of this we have the lawgivers of the Cretans 
and the Spartans, and any others of the kind that there may have 
been. And if this inquiry belongs to political science, clearly the 
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pursuit of it will be in accordance with our original plan. But clearly 
the virtue we must study is human virtue; for the good we were 
seeking was human good and the happiness human happiness. By 
human virtue we mean not that of the body but that of the soul; 
and happiness also we call an activity of soul. But if this is so, 
clearly the student of politics must know somehow the facts 
about soul, as the man who is to heal the eyes or the body as a 
whole must know about the eyes or the body; and all the more 
since politics is more prized and better than medicine, but even 
among doctors the best educated spend much labour on acquiring 
knowledge of the body. The student of politics, then, must study 
the soul, and must study it with these objects in view, and do so 
just to the extent which is sufficient for the questions we are 
discussing; for further precision is perhaps something more la- 
borious than our purposes require. 

Some things are said about it, adequately enough, even in the 
discussions outside our school, and we must use these; e.g. that 
one element in the soul is irrational and one has a rational princi- 
ple. Whether these are separated as the parts of the body or of 
anything divisible are, or are distinct by definition but by nature 
inseparable, like convex and concave in the circumference of a 
circle, does not affect the present question. 

Of the irrational element one division seems to be widely dis- 
tributed, and vegetative if its nature, I mean that which causes 
nutrition and growth; for it is this kind of power of the soul that 
one must assigii to all nurslings and to embryos, and this same 
power to full-grown creatures; this is more reasonable than to 
assign some different power to them. Now the excellence of this 
seems to be common to all species and not specifically human . . . 
let us leave the nutritive faculty alone, since it has by its nature 
no share in human excellence. 

There seems to be also another irrational element in the soul — 
one which in a sense, however, shares in a rational principle. For 
we praise the rational principle of the continent man and of the 
and the part of their soul that has such a principle, 
ht and towards the best objects; but there 
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is found in them also another element naturally opposed to the 
rational principle, which fights against and resists that principle. 
For exactly as paralyzed limbs when we intend to move them to 
the right turn on the contrary to the left,-so is it with the soul; 
the impulses of incontinent people move in contrary directions. 
But while in the body we see that which moves astray, in the soul 
we do not. No doubt, however, we must none the less suppose 
that in the soul too there is something contrary to the rational 
principle, resisting and opposing it. In what sense it is distinct 
from the other elements does not concern us. Now even this seems 
to have a share in a rational principle, as we said; at any rate in 
the continent man it obeys the rational principle — and pre- 
sumably in the temperate and brave man it is still more obedient; 
for in him it speaks, on all matters, with the same voice as the 
rational principle. 

Therefore the irrational element also appears to be twofold. 
For the vegetative element in no way shares in a rational princi- 
ple, but the appetitive, and in general the desiring element in a 
sense shares in it, in so far as it listens to and obeys it; this is the 
sense in which we speak of ‘taking account’ of one’s father or 
one’s friends, not that in which we speak of ‘accounting’ for a 
mathematical property. That the irrational element is in some 
sense persuaded by a rational principle is indicated also by the 
giving of advice and by. all reproof and exhortation. And if this 
element also must be said to have a rational principle, that which 
has a rational principle (as well as that which has not) will be 
twofold, one subdivision having it in the strict sense and in itself, 
and the other having a tendency to obey as one does one’s father.^ 


8. The virtues corresponding tc the two functions of reason are 
the intellectual and the moral. The wise man personifies the intel- 
lectual virtues, whereas the continent man typifies the moral virtues. 
The former’s excellence is attained through instruction and evidenced 
by knowledge. The excellence of the latter is produced by habits of 
choice and expressed in practical actions tempered by both the cir- 
cumstance and the individual. 
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p too is distinguished into kinds in accordance with this 
lifference; for we say that some of the virtues are intellectual 
and others moral, philosophic wisdom and understanding and 
practical wisdom being intellectual, liberality and temperance 
moral. For in speaking about a man's character we do not say 
that he is wise or has understanding but that he is good-tempered 
or temperate; yet we praise the wise man also with respect to his 
state of mind; and of states of mind we call those which merit 
praise virtues. 

Virtue, then, being of two kinds, intellectual and moral, intel- 
lectual virtue in the main owes both its birth and its growth to 
teaching (for which reason it requires experience and time), while 
moral virtue comes abcut as a result of habit, whence also its 
name ethike is one that is formed by a slight variation from the 
word ethos (habit). From this it is also plain that none of the moral 
virtues arises in us by nature; for nothing that exists by nature 
can form a habit contrary to its nature. For instance the stone 
which by nature moves downwards cannot be habituated to move 
upwards, not even if one tries to train it by throwing it up ten 
thousand times; nor can fire be habituated to move downwards, 
nor can anything else that by nature behaves in one way be 
trained to behave in another. Neither by nature, then, nor 
contrary to nature do the virtues arise in us; rather we are 
adapted by nature to receive them, and are made perfect by 
habit. 

Again, of all the things that come to us by nature we first acquire 
the potentiality end later exhibit the activity (this is plain in the 
case of the senses; for it was not by often seeing or often hearing 
that we got these senses, but on the contrary we had them before 
we used them, and did not come to have them by using them); 
but the virtues we get by first exercising them, as also happens 
in the case of the arts as well. For the things we have to learn 
before we can do them, we learn by doing them, e.g. men become 
builders by building and lyre-players by playing the lyre; so too 
we become just by doing just acts, temperate by doing temperate 
acts, brave by doing brave acts.' 
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9. Aristotle turns his attention to the task of explaining moral vir- 
tue. He analyzes human personality into three elements, “ passions, 
faculties, and states of character.” Since passions — e.g., anger and 
fear — and faculties — e.g., the ability to feel anger and fear — are 
not in and of themselves blameworth Ly or praiseworthy, virtue must be a 
state of character. Experience shows that the states of character which 
enable a man to fulfill his proper function aim at an intermediary 
point between the opposing extremes of excess and deficiency. The 
morally virtuous man, then, always chooses to act according to the 
“golden mean,” but, Aristotle points out, the mean is not the same 
for all individuals. 


We must . . . not only describe [moral] virtue as a state of char- 
acter, but also say what sort of state it is. We may remark, then, 
that every virtue or excellence both brings into good condition 
the thing of which it is the excellence and makes the work of that 
thing be done well; e.g. the excellence of the eye makes both the 
eye and its work good; for it is by the excellence of the eye that 
we see well. Similarly the excellence of the horse makes a horse 
both good in itself and good at running and at carrying its rider 
and at awaiting the attack of the enemy. Therefore, if this is true 
in every case, the virtue of man also will be the state of character 
which makes a man good and which makes him do his own work 
well. 

How this is to happen we have stated already, but it will be 
made plain also by the following consideration of the specific na- 
ture of virtue. In everything that is continuous and divisible it 
is possible to take more, less, or an equal amount, and that either 
in terms of the thing itself or relatively to us; and the equal is an 
intermediate between excess and defect. By the intermediate in 
the object I mean that which is equidistant from each of the ex- 
tremes, which is one and the same for all men; by the intermediate 
relatively to us that which is neither too much nor too little — 
and this is not one, nor the same for all. For instance, if ten is 
many and two is few, six is the intermediate, taken in terms of the 
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object; for it exceeds and is exceeded by an equal amount; this 
is intermediate according to arithmetical proportion. But the in- 
termediate relatively to us is not to be taken so; if ten pounds are 
too much for a particular person to eat and two too little, it does 
not follow that the trainer will order six pounds; for this also is 
perhaps too much for the person who is to take it, or too little — 
too little for Milo, too much for the beginner in athletic exercises. 
The same is true of running and wrestling. Thus a master of any 
art avoids excess and defect, but seeks the intermediate and 
chooses this — the intermediate not in the object but relatively 
to us.’ 


10. Aristotle is now ready to assemble the results of his investiga- 
tion into a definition of moral virtue. 


... Virtue, then, is a state of character concerned with choice, 
lying in a mean, i.e. the mean relative to us, this being determined 
by a rational principle, and by that principle by which the man 
of practical wisdom would determine it. Now it is a mean be- 
tween two vices, that which depends on excess and that which 
depends on defect; and again it is a mean because the vices re- 
spectively fall short of or exceed what is right in both passions 
and actions, while virtue both finds and chooses that which is 
intermediate. Hence in respect of its substance and the definition 
which states its essence virtue is a mean, with regard to what is 
best and right an extreme. 

But not every action nor every passion admits of a mean; for 
some have names that already imply badness, e.g. spite, shame- 
lessness, envy, and in the case of actions adultery, theft, murder; 
for all of these and suchlike things imply by their names that they 
are themselves bad, and not the excesses or deficiencies of them. 
It is not possible, then, ever to be right with regard to them; one 
must always be wrong. Nor does goodness or badness with regard 
to such things depend on committing adultery with the right 
woman, at the right time, and in the right way, but simply to do 
any of them is to go wrong, It would be equally absurd, then, to 
expect that in unjust, cowardly, and voluptuous action there 
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should be a mean, an excess, and a deficiency; for at that rate 
there would be a mean of excess and of deficiency, an excess of 
excess, and a deficiency of deficiency. But as there is no excess and 
deficiency of temperance and courage because what is intermedi- 
ate is in a sensé an extreme, so too of the actions we have men- 
tioned there is no mean nor any excess and deficiency, but however 
they are done they are wrong; for in general there is neither a 
mean of excess and deficiency, nor excess and deficiency of a 
mean.* 


11. His general formulation of moral virtue completed, Aristotle 
proceeds to a direct examination of specific moral virtues. 


We must, however, not only make this general statement, but 
also apply it to the individual facts. For among statements about 
conduct those which are general: apply more widely, but those 
which are particular are more genuine, since conduct has to do 
with individual cases, and our statements must harmonize with 
the facts in these cases. We may take these cases from our table. 
With regard to feelings of fear and confidence courage is the mean; 
of the people who exceed, he who exceeds in fearlessness has no 
name (many of the states have no name), while the man who ex- 
ceeds in confidence is rash, and he who exceeds in fear and falls 
short in confidence is a coward. With regard to pleasures and 
pains — not all of them, and not so much with regard to the pains 
— the mean is temperance, the excess self-indulgence. Persons 
deficient with regard to the pleasures are not often found; hence 
such persons also have received no name. But let us call them 
‘insensible.’ 

With regard to giving and taking of money the mean îs liberal- 
ity, the excess and the defect prodigality and meanness. In these 
actions people exceed and fall short in contrary ways; the prodigal 
exceeds in spending and falls short in taking, while the mean 
man exceeds in taking and falls short in spending. ... With re- 
gard to money there are also other dispositions — a mean, mag- 
nificence (for the magnificent man differs from the liberal man; 
the former deals with large sums, the latter with small ones), 
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an excess, tastelessness and vulgarity, and a deficiency, nig- 
gardliness . . . è 


With regard to honour and dishonour the mean is proper pride, 
the excess is known as a sort of ‘empty vanity, and the deficiency 
is undue humility; and as we said liberality was related to mag- 
nificence, differing from it by dealing with small sums, so there 
is a state similarly related to proper pride, being concerned with 
small honours while that is concerned with great. For it is possible 
to desire honour as one ought, and more than one ought, and less, 
and the man who exceeds in his desires is called ambitious, the 
man who falls short unambitious, while the intermediate person 
has no name. The dispositions also are nameless, except that 
that of the ambitious man is called ambition. Hence the people 
who are at the extremes lay claim to the middle place; and we our- 
selves sometimes call the intermediate person ambitious and some- 
times unambitious, and sometimes praise the ambitious man and 
sometimes the unambitious. The reason of our doing this will be 
stated in what follows; but now let us speak of the remaining 
states according to the method which has been indicated. 

With regard to anger also there is an excess, a deficiency, and a 
mean. Although they can scarcely be said to have names, yet 
since we call the intermediate person good-tempered let us call 
the mean good temper; of the persons at the extremes let the one 
who exceeds be called irascible, and his vice irascibility, and the 
man who falls short an inirascible sort of person, and the de- 
ficiency inirascibility.! 


z2. Next, the intellectual virtues are investigated, i.e., the virtues 
which accompany the proper exercise of reason in its various func- 
tions. The primary tasks of man’s intellect are first, to give us knowl- 
edge of invariable and fixed principles, and second, to provide a 
rational guide for action in daily life. The pursuit and discovery 
of truth is the aim of philosophical wisdom, while ag purpose of 
practical wisdom is intelligent conduct. The basis for intelligent con- 
duct is the union of true knowledge of what we ought to do and the 
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desire to do it. Aristotle contrasts his view with that of Socrates on 
this point. He holds that Socrates was correct in associating virtue 
with principles discovered by reason, but wrong in the assumption 
that knowledge of the good is necessarily accompanied by a desire to 
act upon this knowledge. 


We divided the virtues of the soul and said that some are 
virtues of character and others of intellect. Now we have dis- 
cussed in detail the moral virtues; with regard to the others let 
us express our view as follows, beginning with some remarks 
about the soul. We said before that there are two parts of the 
soul — that which grasps a rule or rational principle, and the 
irrational; let us now draw a similar distinction within the part 
which grasps a rational principle. And let it be assumed that 
there are two parts which grasp a rational principle — one by 
which we contemplate the kind of things whose originative causes 
are invariable, and one by which we contemplate variable things; 
for where objects differ in kind the part of the soul answering to 
each of the two is different in kind, since it is in virtue of a certain 
likeness and kinship with their objects that they have the knowl- 
edge they have. 

-.. The virtue of a thing is relative to its proper work. Now 
there are three things in the soul which control action and truth — 
sensation, reason, desire. 

Of these sensation originates no [moral] action; this is plain 
from the fact that the lower animals have sensation but no share 
in [such] action. 

What affirmation and negation are in thinking, pursuit and 
avoidance are in desire; so that since moral virtue is a state of 
character concerned with choice, and choice is deliberate desire, 

1 Aristotle's analysis in this passage is directed toward those actions of men of which it 
may be said, in some sense, that their “moving principle is in the agent himself, he being 
aware of the particular circumstances of the action,” j.e., voluntary actions, He ascribes 
no moral significance to involuntary actions, i.e., actions for which men are not responsible 
— €g., actions resulting from external forces, those arising “by reason of ignorance" of the 
particular circumstances, and those done because of excessive pain or the fear of excessive 
pain. 
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therefore botfi the reasoning must be true and the desire right, 
if the choice is to be good, and the latter must pursue just what 
the former asserts. Now this kind of intellect and of truth is 
practical; of the intellect which is contemplative, not practical 
nor productive, the: good and the bad state are truth and falsity 
respectively (for this is the work of everything intellectual); 
while of the part which is practical and intellectual the good state 
is truth in agreement with right desire. 

The origin of [moral] action — its efficient, not its final cause? 
— is choice, and that of choice is desire and reasoning with a 
view to an end. This is why choice cannot exist either without 
reason and intellect or without a moral state; for good action and 
its opposite cannot exist without a combination of intellect and 
character. Intellect itself, however, moves nothing, but only the 
intellect which aims at an end and is practical; for this rules the 
productive intellect as well, since every one who makes makes 
for an end, and that which is made is not an end in the unquali- 
fied sense (but only an end in a particular relation, and the end of 
a particular operation) — only that which is dove is that; for 
good action is an end, and desire aims at this. Hence choice is 
either desiderative reason or ratiocinative desire, and such an 
origin of action is a man. 

<. . This is why some say that all the virtues are forms of prac- 
tical wisdom . . . Socrates in one respect was on the right track 
while in another he went astray; in thinking that all the virtues 
were forms of practical wisdom he was wrong, but in saying they 
implied practical wisdom he was right. This is confirmed by the 
fact that even now all men, when they define virtue, after naming 
the state of character and its objects add 'that (state) which is 
in accordance with the right rule’; now the right rule is that which 
is in accordance with practical wisdom. All men, then, seem some- 
how to divine that this kind of state is virtue, viz. that which is 


2 Aristotle distinguishes the efficient cause, the agent or force which produces au effect, 
from the final cause, the end or purpose “for the sake of which a thing is done.” For ex- 
ample, the efficient cause of the mural on the wall of an auditorium is the painter, while 
its final cause is the decoration of the room, 
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in accordance with practical wisdom. But we must go a little 
further. For it is not merely the state in accordance with the right 
rule, but the state that implies the presence of the right rule, that 
is virtue; and practical wisdom is a right rule about such matters. 
Socrates, then, thought the virtues were rules or rational principles 
(for he thought they were, all of them, forms of scientific knowl- 
edge), while we think they involve a rational principle." 


13. Although Aristotle acknowledges the importance of reason as a 
guide to moral action, he maintains that philosophic wisdom is su- 
perior even to practical wisdom. He defends his esteem for contempla- 
tion by showing that the life of contemplation comes closest to meeting 
the conditions for happiness. 


Ifhappiness is activity in accordance with virtue, it is reasonable 
that it should be in accordance with the highest virtue; and this 
will be that of the best thing in us. Whether it be reason or some- 
thing else that is this element which is thought to be our natural 
ruler and guide and to take thought of things noble and divine, 
whether it be itself also divine or only the most divine element in 
us, the activity of this in accordance with its proper virtue will be 
perfect happiness. That this activity is contemplative we have 
already said. 

Now this would seem to be in agreement both with what we 
said before and with the truth. For, firstly, this activity is the 
best (since not only is reason the best thing in us, but the objects 
of reason are the best of knowable objects); and, secondly, it is 
‘the most continuous, since we can contemplate truth more con- 
tinuously than we can do anything. And we think happiness has 
pleasure mingled with it, but the activity of philosophic wisdom 
is admittedly the pleasantest of virtuous activities; at all events 
the pursuit of it is thought to offer pleasures marvellous for their 
purity and their enduringness, and it is to be expected that those 
who know will pass their time more pleasantly than those who 
inquire. And the self-sufficiency that is spoken of must belong 
most to the contemplative activity. For while a philosopher, as 
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well as a just man or one possessing any other virtue, needs the 
necessaries of life, when they are sufficiently equipped with things 
of that sort the just man needs people towards whom and with 
whom he shall act justly, and the temperate man, the brave man, 
and each of the others is in the same case, but the philosopher, 
even when by himself, can contemplate truth, and the better 
the wiser he is; he can perhaps do so better if he has fellow- 
workers, but still he is the most self-sufficient. And this activity 
alone would seem to be loved for its own sake; for nothing arises 
from it apart from the contemplating, while from practical activ- 
ities we gain more or less apart from the action. And happiness 
is thought to depend on leisure; for we are busy that we may have 
leisure, and make war that we may live in peace. Now the activity 
of the practical virtues is exhibited in political or military affairs, 
but the actions concerned with these seem to be unleisurely. 
Warlike actions are completely so (for no one chooses to be at 
war, or provokes war, for the sake of being at war; any one would 
seem absolutely murderous if he were to make enemies of his 
friends in order to bring about battle and slaughter); but the 
action of the statesman is also unleisurely, and — apart from the 
political action itself — aims at despotic power and honours, or 
at all events happiness, for him and his fellow citizens — a happi- 
ness different from political action, and evidently sought as being 
different. So if among virtuous actions political and military ac- 
tions are distinguished by nobility and greatness, and these are 


-unleisurely and aim at an end and are not desirable for their sake, 
but the activity of reason, which is contemplative, seems both 


to be superior in serious worth and to aim at no end beyond itself, 
and to have its pleasure proper to itself (and this augments the 
activity), and the self-sufficiency, leisureliness, unweariedness (so 
far as this is possible for man), and all the other attributes ascribed 
to the supremely happy man are evidently those connected with 
this activity, it follows that this will be the complete happiness 
of man, if it be allowed a complete term of life GOAT none of the 
attributes of happiness is incomplete). 

But such a life would be too high for man; for it is not in so far 


57 
\ 


MORAL CHARACTER , ^ 


as he is man that he will live so, but in so far as something divine 
is present in him; and by so much as this is superior to our com- 
posite nature is its activity. superior to that which is the exercise 
of the other kind of virtue. If reason is divine, then, in comparison 
with man, the life according to it is divine in comparison with 
human life. But we must not follow those who advise us, being 
men, to think of human things, and, being mortal, of mortal 
things, but must, so far as we can, make ourselves immortal, and 
strain every nerve to live in accordance with the best thing in us; 
for even if it be small in bulk, much more does it in power and 
worth surpass everything. This would seem, too, to be each man 
himself, since it is the authoritative and better part of him. It 
would be strange, then, if he were to choose not the life of his 
self but that of something else. And what we said before will 
apply now; that which is proper to each thing is by nature best 
and most pleasant for each thing; for man, therefore, the life 
according to reason is best and pleasantest, since reason more 
than anything else is man. This life therefore is also the hap- 
piest.” 


Questions 


1. In the context of Greek philosophy, what is meant by “virtue”? 

2. What are the essential features of a suitable goal for man, in Aris- 
totle’s view? 

3. “Happiness is an activity of soul in accordance with virtue.” Explain 
and expand this definition, and show how it leads to the conclusion 
that the contemplative life is the happiest. 

4. Outline Aristotle’s psychological theory. How does it bear on his 
ethical theory? ; 

5; What arguments can you offer either for or against Aristotle's con- 

tention that not all studies admit of the same degree of precision? 

What differences exist between Aristotle's “golden mean” and an 

"absolute mean"? Provide illustrations which make the contrast 

clear. 

Distinguish between the mora/ and intellectual virtues, defining and 


illustrating each type. What are the means by which they are ac- 
quired ? i 


D 


zd 


58 


3 BD ARISTOTLE 
A * B . 
S 8. In what respects do the ethical theories of Plato and Aristotle stand 
* in sharp contrast? In what respects are they alike? 


9. What is Aristotle's judgment of the Socratic thesis, "virtue is 
knowledge"? How does Aristotle conceive the relation between 
virtue and knowledge? 

10. Do you regard the ideal of the “life of reason” as out of date? Dis- 
cuss. 
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to lift up his mortal eyes to her face and first to withstand her to her 
face. Him neither story of gods nor thunderbolts nor heaven with threat- 
ening roar could quell: they only chafed the more the eager courage of 
his soul, filling him with desire to be the first to burst the fast bars of 
nature's portals. (Book I.) 


The ethical theory of Epicurus stems from the Cyrenaic doc- 
trine formulated by Aristippus (c. 435—356 B.c.), who, even though 
he was a student of Socrates, advocates the hedonistic principle 
that pleasure is the supreme good. While Epicurus and the Cy- 
renaics have widely different conceptions of the pleasant life, the 
former stressing peace of mind and the latter sensual pleasures, 
they concur with respect to general principles. Both maintain that 
human nature is so constituted that men always seek what they 
believe will give them pleasure and avoid what they believe will 
give them pain, and that pleasure is the only intrinsic good and 
pain the only intrinsic evil. Again, both are agreed that “no 
pleasure is a bad thing in itself." Yet, they enjoin us to choose 
our pleasures judiciously, for “the means which produce some 
pleasures bring with them disturbances many times greater than 
the pleasures." Aristippus and Epicurus teach that the man who 
wishes to be happy must cultivate his ability to choose the right 
pleasures; and, they assert, only those actions which further an 
individual's enjoyment can have moral significance for him. Be- 
yond this point, however, Epicureanism and Cyrenaicism diverge. 

In opposition to Aristippus, Epicurus maintains that the dura- 
tion of pleasures is more important than their intensity in achieving 
happiness. Consequently, he argues that the mental pleasures are 
in general superior to the physical, since they are longer-lasting, 
albeit less intense. Although he finds the physical pleasures unob- 
jectionable in themselves, he contends that the pursuit of them 
for their own sake does not lead to happiness, but to the reverse. 
Experience shows us that the desire for a life filled with intense 
pleasures will be frustrated, because there are not enough of them 
in the ordinary course of events. What is more, the pleasures de- 
rived from such objectives as fame, wealth, and the like, are 
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usually outweighed by the pains necessary to procure them; and 
the pains consequent upon such activities as feasting, drinking, 
and merrymaking either cancel the pleasures or leave a balance 
of pain. From these considerations, Epicurus can only conclude 
that Aristippus’ standard of judging what is good, i.e., “the most 
intense sensual pleasure of the moment,” is entirely self-defeating. 

The chief difference between Cyrenaicism and Epicureanism 
lies in their divergent conception of the nature of true pleasure. 
Fundamental to their disagreement is the distinction between 
active or positive pleasure, which comes from the gratification of 
specific wants and desires, and passive or negative pleasure, which 
is the absence of pain. Aristippus sets as the goal of life a constant 
round of active pleasures, whereas Epicurus maintains that the 
active pleasures are important only insofar as they terminate the 
pain of unfulfilled desires. For Epicurus, the passive pleasures are 
more fundamental than the active, since it is through them that 
happiness is gained. Man's ultimate goal is not a-constant suc- 
cession of intense sensual pleasures, but rather, it is the state of 
serenity, ataraxia, which characterizes “freedom from trouble in 
the mind and pain in the body.” 

Epicurus assures us that the calm and repose of the good life 
are within the reach of all. It is necessary that we keep our desires 
at a minimum, however, and distinguish the natural and neces- 
sary desires from those which are artificial, e.g., longings for 
wealth, excitement, fame, and power. The latter are not merely 
unnecessary to health and tranquillity, but are in fact destructive 
of them. By contrast, the satisfaction of the natural desires — 
i.e., of the desires which must be fulfilled to preserve bodily health 
and mental peace — and the freedom from pain which accom- 
panies such satisfaction, lead to happiness. 

Epicurus tells us that our good can be realized through phi- 
losophy, the quest for knowledge. It must be understood, how- 
ever, that the function of philosophy is preeminently practical: 


Vain is the word of a philosopher which does not heal any suffering 
of man. For just as there is no profit in medicine if it does not expel the 
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diseases of the body, so there is no profit in philosophy either, if it does 
not expel the suffering of the mind." 


By nature men seek pleasure, but by knowledge they are guided 
to the choice of the true pleasures. Without deliberation, we can- 
not hope either to forestall needless and artificial desires or to 
secure the pleasures required for happiness. In addition, without 
knowledge of the nature of things, we cannot rid ourselves of the 
fears and superstitions which destroy tranquillity. 

Epicurus undertakes to demonstrate the groundlessness of the 
two overwhelming fears that troubled his contemporaries, the 
Sear of death and the fear of divine retribution. The philosophy of 
nature which he finds best suited to the task of destroying these 
terrifying chimeras is the “atomism” of Democritus (fifth cen- 
tury, B.C.) in which the universe is explained wholly in terms of 
“atoms in motion in the void.” Arguing that Democritus’ mech- 
anistic account of the universe is adequate to explain all that 
occurs, Epicurus holds that it is superfluous to postulate the inter- 
ference of the gods in human affairs.! Moreover, the Democritean 
theory of the soul supports his arguments against the fear of 
death: the soul is no more than a collection of small atoms within 
the body, and death is only the dispersal of the soul-atoms. In 
any case, we need not fear death, “since as long as we exist, 
death is not with us; but when death comes, then we do not 
exist." 

Despite the general suitability of Democritean atomism as an 
account of nature, its theory of motion is said by Epicurus to be 
incomplete in a way which has serious consequences for ethics. 


! Epicurus does not deny that there are gods. However, he argues that it does not 
follow logically from the existence of gods, nor does experience testify, that “the greatest 
misfortunes befall the wicked and the greatest blessings the good by the gift of the gods." 
(Principal Doctrines, I.) He also says on the subject: “If God listened to the prayers of 
men, all men would quickly have perished: for they are for ever praying for evil against 
one another." (Fragments, no. 58.) 

A further argument against divine causation of human good or evil is presented in 
a paradox attributed to Epicurus by Lactantius, in which the logical difficulties of the 
conception: of an all-powerful and all.good deity are treated. For a statement of this 
paradox, see Ch. vi, no, 1, 
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In dealing with the motion of atoms, he observes that if their 
original motion is only a uniform downward fall, it is impossible 
to account for the collisions of atoms necessary to form complex 
bodies. Hence, he assumes that atoms deviate spontaneously, or 
“swerve,” in their course. But this kind of motion, being irregular 
and unpredictable, introduces an element of freedom or indeter- 
minacy into the universe which is excluded by the absolute 
determinism of Democritus. The advantage of the Epicurean in- 
terpretation for ethics becomes evident when it is realized that 
men fear, more than the hand of the gods, the control of an 
inexorable fate or necessity of the kind implied by Democritus’ 
deterministic atomism. However, because his theory of motion 
leaves a margin of indeterminacy, Epicurus believes it admits of 
the possibility that men can to some extent influence and control 
the course of their lives. He therefore exhorts us to realize that 
while “necessity is an evil . . . there is no necessity to live under 
the control of necessity.” 

Through the true philosophy, Epicurus tells us, we can see that 
the fear of death, of the interference of the gods, and of the hard 
grip of necessity are without foundation in reality. Philosophy 
serves us well — it is not only an indispensable tool for the good 
life, but it is also the most pleasant of activities: "In all other 
occupations the fruit comes painfully after completion bui E 
philosophy pleasure goes hand in hand with knowlel pe... N 
Wherefore, Epicurus admonishes: “Let no one whef young delay. ZW 
to study philosophy, nor when he is old, grow weary f his'study. \ 
For no one can come too early or too late to secre he héalth of ] 


his soul." 
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I. [n setting forth the nature of the universe, Epicuris-lays down 
the fundamental principles, "nothing is created out of nothing,” 
and “nothing is destroyed into nothing." Moreover, he reaffirms the , 
Democritean doctrine that nature consists solely of atoms in motion 
in empty space. Together, these seed support his argument that only 
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natural causes operate in the world, and, in addition, they provide a 
reassuring stability and permanence in the basic stuff of the universe. 


... Nothing is created out of that which does not exist: for if. 
it were, everything would be created out of everything with no 
need of seeds. And again, if that which disappears were destroyed 
into that which did not exist, all things would have perished, 
since that into which they were dissolved would not exist. Further- 
more, the universe always was such as it is now, and always will 
be the same. For there is nothing into which it changes: for outside 
the universe there is nothing which could come into it and bring 
about the change. 

Moreovet, the universe is bodies and space: for that bodies 
exist, sense itself witnesses in the experience of all men . . . And 
if there were not that which we term void and place and intangible 
existence, bodies would have nowhere to exist and nothing through 
which to move, as they are seen to move. And besides these two 
nothing can even be thought of .. . Furthermore, among bodies 
some are compounds, and others those of which compounds are 
formed. And these latter are indivisible and unalterable if, that is, 
all things are not to be destroyed into the non-existent, but some- 
ing permanent is to remain behind at the dissolution of com- 
pounds: they are completely solid in nature, and can by no means 
be dissolved in any part. So it must needs be that the first-begin- 
nings are indivisible corporeal existences . . . 

Moreover, we must suppose that the atoms do not possess any 
of the qualities belonging to perceptible things, except shape, 
weight, and size, and all that necessarily goes with shape. For 
every quality changes; but the atoms do not change at all, since 
there must needs be something which remains solid and indis- 
soluble at the dissolution of compounds, which can cause changes; 
not changes into the non-existent or from the non-existent, but 
changes effected by the shifting of position of some particles, and 
by the addition or departure of others. For this reason it is essen- 
tial that the bodies which shift their position should be imperish- 
able and should not possess the nature of what.changes, but parts 
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and configuration of their own. For thus much must needs remain 
constant... 

And the atoms move continuously for all time, some of them 
falling straight down, others swerving, and others recoiling from 
their collisions. And of the latter, some are borne on separating to 
a long distance from one another, while others again recoil and 
recoil, whenever they chance to be checked by the interlacing 
with others, or else shut in by atoms interlaced around them. 
For on the one hand the nature of the void which separates each 
atom by itself brings this about, as it is not able to afford re- 
sistance, and on the other hand the hardness which belongs to the 
atoms makes them recoil after collision to as great a distance as 
the interlacing permits separation after the collision. And these 
motions have no beginning, since the atoms and the void are the 
CAUSE sleet 


2. The doctrine that everything is made up of material atoms ap- 
plies not only to inanimate and living bodies, but also to the soul. 
The atoms of the soul are exceedingly fine; enclosed within the body, 
they are the means by which sensations occur in us. With this theory, 
Epicurus is well situated to attack the fear of what comes after death. 
When, in death, the atoms of the soul leave the body, we become in- 
capable of sensation, and it is therefore impossible for us to ex- 
perience painful punishments after we die. Yet, we should be com, 
forted by the knowledge that the atoms which compose our soul are 
in themselves indestructible. Furthermore, Epicurus attempts to prove 
that those who argue that the soul is immortal because it is incorporeal 


are reasoning from a false premise. 


Next, referring always to the sensations and the feelings for in 
this way you will obtain the most trustworthy ground of belief, 
you must consider that the soul is a body of fine particles dis- 
tributed throughout the whole structure, and most resembling 
wind with a certain admixture of heat, and in some respects like 
to one of these and in some to the other. There is also the part 
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which is many degrees more advanced even than these in fineness 
of composition, and for this reason is more capable of feeling in 
harmony with the rest of the structure as well. Now all this is 
made manifest by the activities of the soul and the feelings and 
the readiness of its movements and its processes of thought and 
by what we lose at the moment of death. Further, you must grasp 
that the soul possesses the chief cause of sensation: yet it could 
not have acquired sensation, unless it were in some way enclosed 
by the rest of the structure. And this in its turn having afforded 
the soul this cause of sensation acquires itself too a share in this 
contingent capacity from the soul. Yet it does not acquire all the 
capacities which the soul possesses: and therefore when the soul 
is released from the body, the body no longer has sensation. For 
it never possessed this power in itself, but used to afford oppor 

tunity for it to another existence, brought into being at the same 
time with itself: and this existence, owing to the power now con- 
summated within itself as a result of motion, used spontaneously 
to produce for itself the capacity of sensation and then to com- 
municate it to the body as well, in virtue of its contact and 
correspondence of movement, as I have already said. Therefore, 
so long as the soul remains in the body, even though some other 
part of the body be lost, it will never lose sensation; nay more, 
whatever portions of the soul may perish too, when that which 
enclosed it is removed either in whole or in part, if the soul con- 
tinues to exist at all, it will retain sensation. On the other hand 
the rest of the structure, though it continues to exist either as a 
whole or in part, does not retain sensation, if it has once lost that 
sum of atoms, however small it be, which together goes to produce 
the nature of the soul. Moreover, if the whole structure is dis- 
solved, the soul is dispersed and no longer has the same powers nor 
performs its movements, so that it does not possess sensation 
either. For it is impossible to imagine it with sensation, if it is not 
in this organism and cannot effect these movements, when what 
encloses and surrounds it is no longer the same as the surroundings 
in which it now exists and performs these movements. Further- 
more, we must clearly comprehend as well, that the incorporeal 
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in the general acceptation of the term is applied to that which 
could be thought of as such as an independent existence. Now it 
is impossible to conceive the incorporeal as a separate existence, 
except the void: and the void can neither act nor be acted upon, 
but only provides opportunity of motion through itself to bodies. 
So that those who say that the soul is incorporeal are talking idly. 
For it would not be able to act or be acted on in any respect, if 
it were of this nature. But as it is, both these occurrences are 
clearly distinguished in respect of the soul.* 


3. While Epicurus does not deny the existence of divine beings, 
he is much concerned to dispel the notion that the gods interfere in 
any way with the events of nature. He opposes as impious the belief 
of many of his contemporaries that the heavenly bodies are gods or 
under the control of gods. On the contrary, he maintains that the 
heavenly bodies are natural phenomena and that accurate knowledge 
of at least the general principles of their motions is requisite to happi- 
ness. Freedom from the fear of punishment or of annihilation after 
death and from the fear of the gods can be achieved only when we 
understand the true nature of things. 


Furthermore, the motions of the heavenly bodies and their 
turnings and eclipses and risings and settings, and kindred phe- 
nomena to these, must not be thought to be due to any being who 
controls and ordains or has ordained them and at the same time 
enjoys perfect bliss together with immortality (for trouble and 
care and anger and kindness are not consistent with a life of 
blessedness, but these things come to pass where there is weakness 
and fear and dependence on neighbours). Nor again must we be- 
lieve that they, which are but fire agglomerated in a mass, possess 
blessedness, and voluntarily take upon themselves these move- 
ments. But we must preserve their full majestic significance in all 
expressions which we apply to such conceptions, in order that 
there may not arise out of them opinions contrary to this notion of 
majesty. Otherwise this very contradiction will cause the greatest 
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disturbance in men's souls. Therefore we must believe that it is 
due to the original inclusion of matter in such agglomerations 
during the birth-process of the world that this law of regular suc- 
cession 1s also brought about. 

Furtliermore, we must believe that to discover accurately the 
cause of the most essential facts is the function of the science of 
nature, and that blessedness for us in the knowledge of celestial 
phenomena lies in this and in the understanding of the nature of 
the existences seen in these celestial phenomena, and of all else 
that is akin to the exact knowledge requisite for our happiness . . . 
nothing which suggests doubt or alarm can be included at all in 
that which is naturally immortal and blessed. Now this we can 
ascertain by our mind is absolutely the case . . . 

And besides all these matters in general we must grasp this 
point, that the principal disturbance in the minds of men arises 
because they think that these celestial bodies are blessed and im- 
mortal, and yet have wills and actions and motives inconsistent 
with these attributes; and because they are always expecting or 
imagining some everlasting misery, such as is depicted in legends, 
or even fear the loss of feeling in death as though it would concern 
them themselves; and, again, because they are brought to this 
pass not by reasoned opinion, but rather by some irrational 
presentiment, and therefore, as they do not know the limits of 
pain, they suffer a disturbance equally great or even more exten- 
sive than if they had reached this belief by opinion. But peace of 
mind is being delivered from all this, and having a constant 
memory of the general and most essential principles. 

Wherefore we must pay attention to internal feelings and to 
external sensations in general and in particular, according as the 
subject is general or particular, and to every immediate intuition 
in accordance with each of the standards of judgement. For if we 
pay attention to these, we shall rightly trace the causes whence 
arose our mental disturbance and fear, and, by learning the true 
causes of celestial phenomena and all other occurrences that come 
to pass from time to time, we shall free ourselves from all which 
produces the utmost fear in other men. 
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4. In setting forth the principles of the good life, Epicurus recom- 
mends that we keep always before us the two fundamental beliefs for 
which he has provided the metaphysical basis: first, god is truly 
blessed — and therefore above dealing in rewards and punishments 
for men — and second, “death is nothing to us.” Fortified with these 
ideas, we can hope to live a pleasant life, and a pleasant life is more 
to be desired than a long one. 


First: of all believe that god is a being immortal and blessed, 
even as the common idea of a god is engraved on men’s minds, and 
do not assign to him anything alien to his immortality or ill- 
suited to his blessedness: but believe about him everything that 
can uphold his blessedness and immortality. For gods there are, 
since the knowledge of them is by clear vision. But they are not 
such as the many believe them to be: for indeed they do not con- 
sistently represent them as they believe them to be. And the 
impious man is not he who denies the gods of the many, but he 
who attaches to the gods the beliefs of the many. For the state- 
ments of the many about the gods are not conceptions derived 
from sensation, but false suppositions, according to which the 
greatest misfortunes befall the wicked and the greatest blessings 
the good by the gift of the gods. For men being accustomed 
always to their own virtues welcome those like themselves, but 
regard all that is not of their nature as alien... 

The blessed and immortal nature knows no trouble itself nor 
causes trouble to any other, so that it is never constrained by 
anger or favour. For all such things exist only in the weak... 

Become accustomed to the belief that death is nothing to us. 
For all good and evil consists in sensation, but death is deprivation 
of sensation. And therefore a right understanding that death is 
nothing to us makes the mortality of life enjoyable, not because 
it adds to it an infinite span of time, but because it takes away the 
craving for immortality. For there is nothing terrible in life for 
the man who has truly comprehended that there is nothing terrible 
in not living. So that the man speaks but idly who says that he 
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fears death not because it will be painful when it comes, but be- 


cause it is painful in anticipation. For that which gives no trouble 
when it comes, is but an empty pain in anticipation. So death, 
the most terrifying of ills, is nothing to us, since so long as we 
exist, death is not with us; but when death comes, then we do not 
exist. It does not then concern either the living or the dead, since 
for the former it is not, and the latter are no more. 

But the many at one moment shun death as the greatest of 
evils, at another yearn for it as a respite from the evils in life. 
But the wise man neither seeks to escape life nor fears the cessation 
of life, for neither does life offend him nor does the absence of life 
seem to be any evil. And just as with food he does not seek simply 
the larger share and nothing else, but rather the most pleasant, 
so he seeks to enjoy not the longest period of time, but the most 
pleasant.* 


5. In Epicurus! view, all our actions are directed towards bodily 
and mental pleasures. Although pleasure is intrinsically good, we will 
Jind that the most pleasant life sometimes requires us to undergo 
pain for the sake of greater pleasure. 


- - . Since pleasure is the first good and natural to us, for this 
very reason we do not choose every pleasure, but sometimes we 
pass over many pleasures, when greater discomfort accrues to us 
as the result of them: and similarly we think many pains better 
than pleasures, since a greater pleasure comes to us when we 
have endured pains for a long time. Every pleasure then because 
of its natural kinship to us is good, yet not every pleasure is to 
be chosen: even as every pain also is an evil, yet not all are always 
of a nature to be avoided. Yet by a scale of comparison and by 
the consideration of advantages and disadvantages we must 
form our judgement on all these matters. For the good on certain 
occasions we treat as bad, and conversely the bad as good .. . 

No one when he sees evil deliberately chooses it, but is enticed 
by it as being good in comparison with a greater evil and so 
pursues it.! x 
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6. To understand how we should live in order to enjoy the most 
pleasant and serene existence, Epicurus tells us, we must know the 
nature of the various desires and the different pleasures which come 
from their satisfaction. 


We must consider that of desires some are natural, others vain, 
and of the natural some are necessary and others merely natural; 
and of the necessary some are necessary for happiness, others for 
the repose of the body, and others for very life. . . 

Unhappiness comes either through fear or through vain and 
unbridled desire: but if a man curbs these, he can win for himself 
the blessedness of understanding. . . . Of desires, all that do not 
lead to a sense of pain, if they are not satisfied, are not necessary, 
but involve a craving which is easily dispelled, when the object 
is hard to procure or they seem likely to produce harm. ... 
Wherever in the case of desires which are physical, but do not 
lead to a sense of pain, if they are not fulfilled, the effort is 
intense, such pleasures are due to idle imagination, and it is not 
owing to their own nature that they fail to be dispelled, but owing 
to the empty imaginings of the man. . . . 

The disturbance of the soul cannot be ended nor true joy created 
either by the possession of the greatest wealth or by honour and 
respect in the eyes of the mob or by anything else that is associated 
with causes of unlimited desires. . . . We must not violate nature, 
but obey her; and we shall obey her if we fulfil the necessary 
desires and also the physical, if they bring no harm to us, but 
sternly reject the harmful. . . . The man who follows nature and 
not vain opinions is independent in all things. For in reference 
to what is enough for nature every possession is riches, but in 
reference to unlimited desires even the greatest wealth is not 
riches but poverty. 

In so far as you are in difficulties, it is because you forget 
nature; for you create for yourself unlimited fears and desires. 
It is better for you to be free of fear lying upon a pallet, than to 
have a golden couch and a rich table and be full of trouble. . . . 
Thanks be to blessed Nature because she has made what is neces- 
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sary .asy to supply, and what is not easy unnecessary. .. . The 
right understanding of these facts enables us to refer all choice 
and avoidance to the health of the body and the soul's freedom 
from disturbance, since this is the aim of the life of blessedness. 
For it is to obtain this end that we always act, namely, to avoid 
pain and fear. And when this is once secured for us, all the tempest 
of the soul is dispersed, since the living creature has not to wander 
as though in search of something that is missing, and to look for 
some other thing by which he can fulfil the good of the soul and 
the good of the body. For it is then that we have need of pleasure, 
when we feel pain owing to the absence of pleasure; but when we 
do not feel pain, we no longer need pleasure. And for this cause 
we call pleasure the beginning and end of the blessed life. For we 
recognize pleasure as the first good innate in us, and from pleasure 
we begin every act of choice and avoldance, and to pleasure we 
return again, using the feeling as the standard by which we judge 
every good.* 


7. Reflection on the desires will lead us to the view that frugality 
and simplicity are the true roads to happiness. Mere sensual enjoy- 
ment leads ultimately to unhappiness, but a good digestion keeps 
the body well, and philosophical contemplation keeps the soul at 
peace. The overall virtue which we should seek to cultivate is pru- 
dence; it is the most valuable of all moral attributes and the source 
of all the virtues by which we are enabled to live happily. 


And again independence of desire we think a great good — not 
that we may at all times enjoy but a few things, but that, if we 
do not possess many, we may enjoy the few in the genuine 
persuasion that those have the sweetest pleasure in luxury who 
least need it, and that all that is natural is easy to be obtained, 
but that which is superfluous is hard. And so plain savours bring 
us a pleasure equal to a luxurious diet, when all the pain due to 
want is removed; and bread and water produce the highest 
pleasure, when one who needs them puts them to his lips. To 
grow accustomed therefore to simple and not luxurious diet gives 
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us health to the full, and makes a man alert for the needful em- 
ployments of life, and when after long intervals we approach 
luxuries disposes us better towards them, and fits us to be fearless 
of fortune. 

When, therefore, we maintain that pleasure is the end, we do 
not mean the pleasures of profligates and those that consist in 
sensuality, as is supposed by some who are either ignorant or 
disagree with us or do not understand, but freedom from pain 
in the body and from trouble in the mind. For it is not continuous 
drinkings and revellings, nor the satisfaction of lusts, nor the 
enjoyment of fish and other luxuries of the wealthy table, which 
produce a pleasant life, but sober reasoning, searching out the 
motives for all choice and avoidance, and banishing mere opinions, 
to which are due the greatest disturbance of the spirit... . 

The pleasure in the flesh is not increased, when once the pain 
due to want is removed, but is only varied: and the limit as re- 
gards pleasure in the mind is begotten by the reasoned under- 
standing of these very pleasures and of the emotions akin to them, 
which used to cause the greatest fear to the mind. 

Infinite time contains no greater pleasure than limited time, if 
one measures by reason the limits of pleasure. 

The flesh perceives the limits of pleasure as unlimited and un- 
limited time is required to supply it. But the mind, having at- 
tained a reasoned understanding of the ultimate good of the flesh 
and its limits and having dissipated the fears concerning the time 
to come, supplies us with the complete life, and we have no 
further need of infinite time: but neither does the mind -shun 
pleasure, nor, when circumstances begin to bring about the de- 
parture from life, does it approach its end as though it fell short 
in any way of the best life. 

He who has learned the limits of life knows that that which re- 
moves the pain due to want and makes the whole of life complete 
is easy to obtain; so that there is no need of actions which involve 
competition. 

. . . The beginning and the greatest good is prudence. Wherefore 
prudence is a more precious thing even than philosophy: for from 
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prudence are sprung all the other virtues, and it teaches us that 
it is not possible to live pleasantly without living prudently and 
honourably and justly, nor, again, to live a life of prudence, 
honour, and justice without living pleasantly. For the virtues 
are by nature bound up with the pleasant life, and the pleasant 
life is inseparable from them. For indeed who, think you, is a 
better man than he who holds reverent opinions concerning the 
gods, and is at all times free from fear of death, and has reasoned 
out the end ordained by nature? ^ 


8. Epicurus describes the prudent man as one who knows that 
the truly good things are easy to obtain and that evils are either short- 
lived or slight. The prudent man also knows that he himself, not 
destiny, controls the factors which decide his happiness, and he has 
the power to turn chance occurrences to good account. Moreover, the 
wise decision rather than the fortunate outcome is the prudent man's 
choice. 


[The prudent man] understands that the limit of good things 
is easy to fulfil and easy to attain, whereas the course of ills is 
either short in time or slight in pain: 

Pain does not last continuously in the flesh, but the acutest 
pain is there for a very short time, and even that which just 
exceeds the pleasure in the flesh does not continue for many days 
atonce.... 

He laughs at destiny, whom some have introduced as the mis- 
tress of all things. He thinks that with us lies the chief power in 
determining events, some of which happen by necessity and some 
by chance, and some are-within our control; for while necessity 
cannot be called to account, he sees that chance is inconstant, 
but that which is in our control is subject to no master, and to it 
are naturally attached praise and blame. For, indeed, it were 
better to follow the myths about the gods than to become a slave 
to the destiny of the natural philosophers: for the former sug- 
gests a hope of placating the gods by worship, whereas the latter 
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involves a necessity which knows no placation. As to chance, he 
does not regard it as a god as most men do (for in a god’s acts 
there is no disorder), nor as an uncertain cause of all things: for 
he does not believe that good and evil are given by chance to 
man for the framing of a blessed life, but that opportunities for 
great good and great evil are afforded by it. He therefore thinks 
it better to be unfortunate in reasonable action than to prosper 
in unreason. For it is better in a man's actions that what is well 
chosen should fail, rather than that what is ill chosen should be 
successful owing to chance.! 


9. When he turns his attention to the nature of community life, 
Epicurus finds that the principle of justice is required to assure 
mutual help among men and to prevent them from injuring one 
another. To these ends, men form a social compact, with justice 
governing their interrelations. Epicurus points out that although jus- 
tice is the same for all when it is considered as a general principle, 
it manifests variations when it is applied in specific situations. 


The justice which arises from nature is a pledge of mutual ad- 
Vantage to restrain men from harming one another and save them 
from being harmed. : 

For all living things which have not been able to make com- 
pacts not to harm one another or be harmed, nothing ever is 
either just or unjust; and likewise too for all tribes of men which 
have been unable or unwilling to make compacts not to harm or 
be harmed. 

Justice never is anything in itself, but in the dealings of men 
with one another in any place whatever and at any time it is a 
kind of compact not to harm or be harmed. 

Injustice is not an evil in itself, but only in consequence of the 
fear which attaches to the apprehension of being unable to escape 
those appointed to punish such actions. 

It is not possible for one who acts in secret contravention of the 
terms of the compact not to harm or be harmed, to be confident 
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that he will escape detection, even if at present he escapes a 
thousand times. For up to the time of death it cannot be certain 
that he will indeed escape. 

In its general aspect justice is the same for all, for it is a kind 
of mutual advantage in the dealings of men with one another: but 
with reference to the individual peculiarities of a country or any 
other circumstances the same thing does not turn out to be just 
for all. 

Among actions which are sanctioned as just by law, that which 
is proved on examination to be of advantage in the requirements 
of men’s dealings with one another, has the guarantee of justice, 
whether it is the same for all or not. But if a man makes a law 
and it does not turn out to lead to advantage in men’s dealings 
with each other, then it no longer has the essential nature of 
justice. And even if the advantage in the matter of justice shifts 
from one side to the other, but for a while accords with the general 
concept, it is none the less just for that period in the eyes of those 
who do not confound themselves with empty sounds but look 
to the actual facts. 

Where, provided the circumstances have not been altered, ac- 
tions which were considered just, have been shown not to accord 
with the general concept in actual practice, then they are not 
just. But where, when circumstances have changed, the same 
actions which were sanctioned as just no longer lead to advantage, 
there they were just at the time when they were of advantage for 
the dealings of fellow-citizens with one another; but subsequently 
they are no longer just, when no longer of advantage.) 


2 


10. In our concern for our safety, Epicurus tells us, we.are likely 
to be misled by seeming protections against the misdeeds of our 
neighbors. He recommends as the surest protection that we "release 
ourselves from the prison of affairs and politics” and withdraw into 
the company of a few select friends. In this, he is in effect referring 
to the ideal Epicurean community, of which the Garden of Epicurus 
was the actual embodiment. 
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To secure protection from men anything is a natural good, by 
which you may be able to attain this end. 

Some men wished to become famous and conspicuous, thinking 
that they would thus win for themselves safety from other men. 
Wherefore if the life of such men is safe, they have obtained the 
good which nature craves; but if it is not safe, they do not possess 
that for which they strove at first by the instinct of nature. . . . 

The most unalloyed source of protection from men, which is 
secured to some extent by a certain force of expulsion, is in fact 
the immunity which results from a quiet life and the retirement 
from the world. ... 

Of all the things which wisdom acquires to produce the blessed- 
ness of the complete life, far the greatest is the possession of 
friendship. 

The same conviction which has given us confidence that there 
is nothing terrible that lasts for ever or even for long, has also 
seen the protection of friendship most fully completed in the 
limited evils of this life. . . . 

As many as possess the power to procure complete immunity 
from their neighbours, these also live most pleasantly with one 
another, since they have the most certain pledge of security . . . * 


zı. From his own diligent application of his ethical theory, Epi- 
curus draws confidence to assure those who follow his teachings that 
they may expect more than ordinary mortal blessedness. 


Some men throughout their lives gather together the means 
of life, for they do not see that the draught swallowed by all of us 
at birth is a draught of death. Against all else it is possible to 
provide security, but as against death all of us mortals alike dwell 
in an unfortified city. ... 

[But] I have anticipated thee, Fortune, and entrenched myself 
against all thy secret attacks. And we will not give ourselves up 
as captives to thee or to any other circumstance; but when it is 
time for us to go, spitting contempt on life and on those who here 
vainly cling to it, we will leave life crying aloud in a glorious 
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triumph-song that we have lived well. We must try to make the 
end of the journey better than the beginning, as long as we are 
journeying; but when we come to the end, we must be happy and 
content.... 

Meditate therefore on these things and things akin to them 
night and day by yourself, and with a companion like to yourself, 
and never shall you be disturbed waking or asleep, but you shall 
live like a god among men. For a man who lives among immortal 
blessings is not like to a mortal being.! 


Questions 


1. Although Epicurus is a hedonist, he is opposed to the philosophy that 
teaches, ' Eat, drink, and be merry, for tomorrow you die." Recon- 
struct Epicurus’ theory of pleasure so as to account for his opposi- 
tion to this view. Can you find additional arguments for or against 
the theory of the sensualistic hedonists? 

. Outline the view of nature which Epicurus adopted from Democri- 
tus, stating its premises and noting the changes he made in the 
original doctrine. How does the atomistic metaphysic fit into Epi- 
curus' ethical theory? 

3. What is ataraxia? What is its role in the Epicurean ethic, and how x 

is it achieved? 

4. Freedom from the fear of death and of the heavy hand of the gods 

is one of the chief benefits promised by Epicurus’ ethics. What con- 
ception of death and of the nature of the gods does he offer in order 
to bring about release from these fears? Do you believe Epicurus’ 
arguments are effective? 

5. Discuss the role of the study of philosophy in Epicureanism. 

6. What is the significance of Epicurus' assertion that "prudence is 

more precious than philosophy”? 
7. What does Epicurus attempt to accomplish by calling attention to 
the differences between “natural” and “unnatural” desires? What 
are the chief differences? How is this distinction related to the con- 
trast between the duration and intensity of pleasures, and between ] 
active and passive pleasures? 
8. Discuss the role of freedom in Epicurus' ethical theory, especially 
as an antidote to fatalism. 
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g. Describe and discuss Epicurus’ conception of justice. Is it satisfac- 
tory for the organization of an ordinary social group? Why is it 
unnecessary in the Garden of Epicurus? What activities and values 
distinguish the Epicurean community from ordinary communities? 

10. Draw up a panel of arguments for and against hedonism as an ethical 
theory, utilizing the ideas of Epicurus for the affirmative, and the 
ideas of Plato and Aristotle for the negative. 
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SELF-CDISCIPLINE 


Epictetus 


| he philosophy of Epictetus, a Roman Stoic, developed from 
the teachings of Zeno (336-264 B.c.), who founded the Stoa 
Poikile (Painted Porch), the last of the four most famous schools 
of ancient Athens. Dependence upon Greek thought is typical 
of Roman philosophy; in the long history of the Roman Empire, 
no indigenous philosophies of merit were produced. Of all the 
Greek philosophical systems transplanted to Rome, Stoicism was 
probably the most successful. By the close of the second century 
B.c., the Stoic philosophy was firmly rooted in its new environ- 
ment, and in the succeeding" four centuries, it was accepted by 
members of both the lower and upper strata of society. It became 
extremely popular with the Roman soldiery as a philosophy of 
manly indifference to hardship, and, in addition, it appealed as 
a ‘citadel of the soul” to such outstanding intellectuals as Cicero, 
Seneca, Emperor Marcus Aurelius, and Epictetus. The pressing 
need for the prophylactic powers of the Stoic philosophy was gen- 
erated by the sordidness and debauchery of the era, for which one 
of Epictetus’ observations serves well as a description: “[Men] 
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bite and vilify each other, and take possession of public assemblies, 
as wild beasts do of solitudes and mountains; and convert courts 
of justice into dens of robbers. [They] are intemperate, adulterers, 
Seducersy. a a 

There is but little information about the personal history of 
Epictetus. The precise date and location of his birth are unknown, 
but what little evidence there is indicates that he was born in 
the Greek city of Hierapolis in Phrygia about 50 a.D. It is re- 
ported that as a child he was sold into slavery by his parents, 
and he became part of the household of a profligate Roman soldier. 
An apt characterization of Epictetus, even as a young man, is 
given in an anecdote narrated by Origen: Upon one occasion in 
which his angry master was twisting his leg, Epictetus com- 
mented, “You will break my leg,” whereupon the master twisted 
harder and broke the leg. To this, Epictetus rejoined with utter 
calm, “Did I not tell you so?” In keeping with Roman practice, 
Epictetus was allowed to attend the lectures of a contemporary 
teacher of Stoic philosophy, since he showed great intellectual 
ability. When his master died, he gained his freedom. By this 
time, he had already achieved some fame as a philosopher, and 
elected to remain in Rome as a teacher. When, in 89 A.D., the 
despotic emperor Domitian forced all philosophers to leave Rome, 
Epictetus went to Nicopolis. There he started another school, in 
which he taught until his death in c. 130 A.D. 

Epictetus was more distinguished as a lecturer than as a writer. 
Nothing has been preserved of his original writings; but Arrian, 
one of his disciples, transcribed his lectures on ethics and had them 
edited in eight volumes. The most important of these works are 
the Discourses of Epictetus and the Enchiridion, or Manual. Epicte- 
tus’ aim was “to excite his hearers to virtue," and when he gave 
his lectures, we have it from Arrian, “his audience could not help 
being affected in the very manner he intended they should.” 


The Stoics identify as the moral man one who lives in accord- 
ance with the dictates of reason, and they portray him as a self- 
Sayer: 
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sufficient individual, capable of disciplining his dest 
maining supremely indifferent to life’s vicissitudes? 
their moral principles and their conception of the good life, the 
Stoics regard themselves as belonging in the Socratic tradition. 
They maintain, as do their forerunners, the Cynics,’ that the 
lesson to be drawn from the life and teachings of Socrates is that 
man’s virtue and happiness depend not on material success but 
on the formation of a character which is true to his essential 
nature, his rationality. Furthermore, the Stoics contend, it is 
through conduct in conformity with their rational nature that 
men are united with each other and with the universe. The mean- 
ing of the Socratic exhortation, “ Know thyself,” is then clear, 
for it is only through self-knowledge that a man can participate 
in the moral community and fulfill his function in the grand 
design of the universe. 

The Stoic view of the universe, compounded from among a 
wide range of Greek theories by the founder of the Stoa, Zeno, 
and his brilliant successors, Cleanthes (c. 310-230 B.C.) and 
Chrysippus (280-209 p.c.), lends support to the Stoic ethic. 
Drawing chiefly from the doctrines of the early physical philoso- 
pher, Heraclitus (c. 500 B.c.), they depict the universe as an 
organic unity in which the form and purpose of each part is de- 
termined by God, who is thought of as a rational: principle 


1 Led by Antisthenes of Athens (c. 444-358 B.C.), à disciple of Socrates, the Cynic 
school subscribed to a doctrine which emphasized self-discipline and stressed virtue 
for its own sake. The Cynics were convinced of the intrinsic worthlessness of man’s 
ordinary desires and objectives and of the lack of relevance to man's well-being of the 
dictates of custom and convention. J | 

"The negative aspect of the Cynic teachings has been recorded indelibly in the stories 
about Diogenes of Sinope (c. 412-323 B.C.) Diogenes is reputed to have lived in a tub, 
ignoring all the social amenities, and to have carried a lighted lantern day and night, 
looking for an honest man. Legend has it that when Alexander the Great rode up to the 
old Cynic while he was basking in the sun and offered to grant him any favor, Diogenes 
responded, “Only stand out of my light.” ! i d in 

2 According to Heraclitus, the underlying material of the universe is "ever-living 
Fire,” from which everything comes and to which everything strives to return. However, 
notwithstanding the fact that the physical universe at any instant is basically, nothing 
but “fire” in constant flux, the cosmic process of transformation is ordered and intelligible, 
because it conforms to an immutable law of necessity, the Logos. 
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immanent in the whole. The Stoics understand God as both the 
vital force which creates all things in this internally connected 
universe and as the cosmic intelligence’ which governs it from 
within. This conception of God — called “ pantheism " — serves as 
a basis for the ethical insights of the Stoics, since man, as a rational 
being is a “fragment torn from God.” All men possess the ability 
to comprehend the divine nature, and the good life consists in 
living in conformity with it. For, as Epictetus says, “Where the 
essence of God is, there too is the essence of good. What is the 
essence of God? . . . Right Reason? Certainly. Here, then, with- 
out more ado, seek the essence of good.” 

Epictetus is more interested than other Roman Stoics in meta- 
physics and remains more loyal than they to the original position 
of the Stoa. Nevertheless, his attitude towards speculation about 
the nature of things is more pious than probing, more religious 
than philosophical, more practical than theoretical. For Epictetus, 
man's inherent value, his kinship to God, and his duty to be 
worthy of his Maker, as well as the hindrances which he encoun- 
ters in his attempt to live nobly, are the indisputable facts to 
which the philosopher should direct his attention. The conditions 
and limitations of the moral life are already given in human 


nature: 


But what says Zeus? ‘Epictetus, if it were possible I would have made 
your body and your possessions (those trifles that you prize) free and 
untrammelled. But as things are — never forget this — this body is 
not yours, it is but a clever mixture of clay. But since I could not make 
it free, I gave you a portion of our divinity, this faculty of impulse to 
act and not to act, of will to get and will to avoid . . .' ? 


The mission of the sage is to urge men to examine themselves 
and to discipline their will to conform to reason. 

According to Epictetus, the man who va/ues virtue for its own 
sake is the happy man. Virtue, he tells us, is a condition of the 


3 The Discourses of Epictetus with the Encheiridion and Fragments, tr. George Long, 


London, George Bell and Sons, 1877, Book I, Chapter I. 
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will wherein it is governed by reason, with the result that the 
virtuous person seeks only those things which are within his 
power and avoids those things which are beyond it. Unhappiness 
is the inevitable lot of anyone who desires that which he cannot 
obtain. The wise man, then, resigns himself to limiting his desires 
to matters within his control. With respect to desires which cannot 
be satisfied, he is literally apathetic, i.e., he has no feelings about 
them. In addition, he knows that whatever is beyond an individuals 
control is irrelevant to ethics. 'The virtuous man finds within himself 
all that is necessary to achieve happiness — morally, he is entirely 
self-sufficient. 

In answering the question, «What is within our power?” Epic- 
tetus reaffirms one of the distinctive doctrines of Stoicism: it is 
our attitudes towards events, not events themselves, which we 
can control Nothing is by its own nature calamitous — even 
death is terrible only if we fear it. Again, although one may fail 
to carry out the actions prescribed by divine providence — #.¢., 
in the execution of one’s duties, circumstances may prevent à 
successful outcome — he should remain unconcerned. For ex- 
ample, if because of poverty a man is unable to feed his children, 
he should not be disturbed as long as he sincerely makes the effort 
to provide for them. If he wills to do his duty, he is fulfilling his 
obligation, for only this much lies within his power. Moreover, 
he may be sure that all that happens comes about by divine 
necessity, and that whatever God does is for the best. 

Epictetus, as a moral adviser, counsels us to cultivate an atti- 
tude of indifference to good and bad fortune alike, since external 
events are beyond our control. Therefore, the prudent man does 
not allow himself to be enslaved by the demands of his body or 
to become emotionally attached to persons or objects. But we 
are warned that happiness requires unremitting self-discipline: 


Practise yourself, for heaven's sake, in little things; and thence proceed 

to greater. ^I have a pain in my head.” Do not lament. "I have a pain 

in my ear.” Do not lament. I do not say you may never groan; but do 

not groan in spirit or, if your servant be a long while in bringing you 

something to bind your head, do not croak and go into hysterics, and 
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say, "Everybody hates me." For, who would not hate such a one? . . . 
Relying for the future on these principles, walk erect and free. . .* 


Z. Epictetus maintains that proper perspective in ethics requires 
us to understand the metaphysical conception of divine providence: 
cosmic reason, rather than chance, is the governing principle of all 
things. The universe operates according to laws with which human 
reason is in harmony and which we should strive to understand. 


What then, after all, is the world? Who governs it? Has it no 
governor? How is it possible, when neither a city nor a house can 
remain, ever so short a time, without some one to govern and 
take care of it, that this vast and beautiful system should be ad- 
ministered in a fortuitous and disorderly manner? . . . The phi- 
losophers say, that we are first to learn that there is a God; and 
that his providence directs the whole; and that it is not merely 
impossible to conceal from him our actions, but even our thoughts 
and emotions... . 

...He then... understands the administration of the uni- 
verse, and has learned that the principal and greatest and most 
comprehensive of all. things is this vast system, extending from 
men to God; and that from Him the seeds of being are descended, 
not only to one’s father or grandfather, but to all things that are 
produced and born on earth; and especially to rational natures, 
as they alone are qualified to partake of a communication with the 
Deity, being connected with him by reason . . . All things serve 
and obey the (laws of the) universe; the earth, the sea, the sun, 
the stars, and the plants and animals of the earth. Our body 
likewise obeys the same, in being sick and well, young and old, 
and passing through the other changes decreed. It is therefore 
reasonable that what depends on ourselves, that is, our own under- 
standing, should not be the only rebel. For the universe is powerful 
and superior, and consults the best for us by governing us in 
conjunction with the whole. And further; opposition, besides that 
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it is unreasonable, and produces nothing except a vain struggle, 
/’ throws us into pain and sorrows.» 


2. Since all things are in harmony under divine supervision, it is 
essential that man, as a “fragment of God,” should recognize his 
proper place and status in the scheme of things. 


: - : A person asked him, how any one might be convinced that 
his every act is under the supervision of God? Do not you think, 
\ said Epictetus, that all things are mutually connected and united? 
widow: 
Well; and do not you think, that things on earth feel the influ- 
' ence of the heavenly powers? 
Bares. 
Else how is it that in their season, as if by express command, 
God bids the plants to blossom and they blossom, to bud and 
they bud, to bear fruit and they bear it, to ripen it and they 
. ripen; — and when again he bids them drop their leaves and with- 
drawing into themselves to rest and wait, they rest and wait? 
Whence again are there seen, on the increase and decrease of the 
moon; and the approach and departure of the sun, so great changes 
and transformations in earthly things? Have then the very leaves, 
and our own bodies, this connection and sympathy with the 
whole; and have riot our souls much more? But our souls are thus 
cofinected and intimately joined to God, as being indeed members 
and distinct portions of his essence; and must not he be sensible 
-of every movement of them, as belonging and connatural to him- 
self? Can even you think of the divine administration, and every 
“other divine subject, and together with these of human affairs 
also; can you at once receive impressions on your senses and your 
understanding, from a thousand objects; at once assent to some 
things, deny or suspend your judgment concerning others, and 
preserve in your mind impressions from so many dnd various 
objects, by whose aid you can revert to ideas similar to those 
‘` which first impressed you? Can you retain a variety of arts and 
the memorials of ten thousand things? And is not God capable 
- of surveying all things, and ‘being present with all, and in 
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communication with all? Is the sun capable of illuminating so great 
a portion of the universe, and of leaving only that small part of it 
unilluminated, which is covered by the shadow of the earth, — 
and cannot He who made and moves the sun, a small part of 
himself, if compared with the whole, — cannot he perceive all 
things? 

“But I cannot,” say you, “attend to all things at once.” 

Who asserts that you have equal power with Zeus? Nevertheless 
he has assigned to each man a director, his own good [spirit], and 
committed him to that guardianship; a director sleepless and not 
to be deceived. To what better and more careful guardian could 
he have committed each one of us? So that when you have shut 
your doors, and darkened your room, remember, never to say 
that you are alone; for you are not alone; but God is within .. . 

... You are a primary existence. You are a distinct portion of 
the essence of God; and contain a certain part of him in yourself. 
Why then are you ignorant of your noble birth? Why do not you 
consider whence you came? Why do not you remember, when you 
are eating, who you are who eat; and whom you feed? When you 
are in the company of women; when you are conversing; when 
you are exercising; when you are disputing; do not you know, 
that it is the Divine you feed; the Divine you exercise? You carry 
a God about with you, poor wretch, and know nothing of it. Do 
you suppose I mean some god without you of gold or silver? It is 
within yourself that you carry him; and you do not observe that 
you profane him by impure thoughts and unclean actions. If the 
mere external image of God were present, you would not dare to 
act as you do; and when God himself is within you, and hears and 
sees all, are not you ashamed to think and act thus; insensible 
of your own nature, and at enmity with God? * 


3. Through his pantheism, Epictetus introduces into his ethical 
theory a strain which is cosmopolitan: he maintains that since men, 
as rational beings, are part of the universal city of God, or cosmic 
reason, each man is a part of the whole and as such should recognize 
his duty to all his fellow men. 

go 


EPICTETUS 


We should reason in some such manner concerning ourselves. 
Who are you? A man. If then, indeed, you consider yourself 
isolatedly, it is natural that you should live to old age, should be 
prosperous and healthy; but if you consider yourself as a man, 
and as a part of the whole, it will be fit, in view of that whole, 
that you should at one time be sick; at another, take a voyage, 
and be exposed to danger; sometimes be in want; and possibly 
die before your time. Why, then, are you displeased? Do not 
you know, that otherwise . . . you are no longer a man? For what 
is a man? A part of a commonwealth; first and chiefly of that 
which includes both gods and men; and next, of that to which 
you immediately belong, which is a miniature of the universal 
city. . . . You are a citizen of the universe, and a part of it; not a 
subordinate, but a principal part. You are capable of compre- 
hending the Divine economy; and of considering the connections 
of things. What then does the character of a citizen imply? To 
hold no private interest; to deliberate of nothing as a separate 
individual, but rather like the hand or the foot, which, if they 
had reason, and comprehended the constitution of nature, would 
never pursue, or desire, but with a reference to the whole. Hence 
the philosophers rightly say, that, if it were.possible for a wise 
and good man to foresee what was to happen, he might co-operate 
in bringing on himself sickness, and death, and mutilation, being 
sensible that these things are appointed in the order of the uni- 
verse; and that the whole is superior to a part, and the city to the 
citizen. But, since we do not foreknow what is to happen, it be- 
comes our duty to hold to what is more agreeable to our choice, 
for this too is a part of our birthright.‘ 


4. In order to live in a manner befitting our rational nature, we 
must “make the best of what is in our power, and take the rest:as it 
occurs.” For Epictetus, the faculty of will is within man’s control 
and constitutes the ultimate source of ethical behavior. 


Man, be not ungrateful, nor, on the other hand, unmindful of 
your superior advantages; but for sight, and hearing, and indeed 
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for life itself, and the supports of it, as fruits, and wine, and oil, 
be thankful to God; but remember that He hath given you an- 
other thing, superior to them all, which uses them, proves them, 
estimates the value of each. For what is it that pronounces upon 
the value of each of these faculties? Is it the faculty itself? Did 
you ever perceive the faculty of sight or hearing, to say anything 
concerning itself? Or wheat, or barley, or horses, or dogs? No. 
These things are appointed as instruments and servants, to obey 
that which is capable of using things as they appear. If you in- 
quire the value of anything; of what do you inquire? What is the 
faculty that answers you? How then can any faculty be superior 
to this, which uses all the rest as instruments, and tries and pro- 
nounces concerning each of them? For which of them knows what 
itself is; and what is its own value? Which of them knows, when 
it is to be used, and when not? Which is it, that opens and shuts 
the eyes, and turns them away from improper objects? Is it the 
faculty of sight? No; but that of Will. Which is it, that opens and 
shuts the ears? Which is it, by which they are made curious and 
inquisitive; or on the contrary deaf, and unaffected by what is 
said? Is it the faculty of hearing? No; but that of Will. This, then, 
recognizing itself to exist amidst other faculties, all blind and 
deaf, and unable to discern anything but those offices, in which 
they are appointed to minister and serve; itself alone sees clearly, 
and distinguishes the value of each of the rest. Will this, I say, 
inform us, that anything is supreme, but itself? What can the 
eye, when it is opened, do more than see? But whether we ought 
to look upon the wife of any one, and in what manner, what is it 
that decides us? The faculty of Will. Whether we ought to believe, 
or disbelieve what is said; or whether, if we do believe, we ought 
to be moved by it, or not, what is it that decides us? Is it not the 
faculty of Will? Again; the very faculty of eloquence, and that 
which ornaments discourse, if any such peculiar faculty there be, 
what does it more than merely ornament and arrange expressions, 
as curlers do the hair? But whether it be better to speak, or to be 
silent; or better to speak in this, or in that manner; whether this 
be decent, or indecent; and the season and use of each; what is it 
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that decides for us, but the faculty of Will? What then, would 
you have it appear, and bear testimony against itself? What 
means this? If the case be thus, then that which serves may be 
superior to that to which it is subservient; the horse to the rider; 
the dog to the hunter; the instrument to the musician; or servants 
to the king. What is it that makes use of all the rest? The Will. 
What takes care of all? The Will. What destroys the whole man, 
at one time, by hunger; at another, by a rope, or a precipice? 
The Will. Has man, then, anything stronger than this? And how 
is it possible, that what is liable to restraint should be stronger 
than what is not? What has a natural power to restrain the faculty 
of sight? The Will and its workings. And it is the same with the 
faculties of hearing and of speech. And what has a natural power 
of restraining the Will? Nothing beyond itself, only its own per- 
version. Therefore in the Will alone is vice: in the Will alone is 
virtue.* 
5. In establishing the metaphysical and moral primacy of the 
will, Epictetus undermines the philosophy of Epicurus. The doctrine 
_ that matter is the most excellent and real thing, he points out, can 
have been asserted only if its author had the will to do-so. 


Since, then, the Will is such a faculty, and placed in authority 
over all the rest, suppose it to come forth and say to us, that the 
body is, of all things, the most excellent! If even the body itself 
pronounced itself to be the most excellent, it could not be borne. 
But now, what is it, Epicurus, that pronounces all this? What was 
it, that composed volumes concerning "the End,” “the Nature 
of things," “the Rule"; that assumed a philosophic beard; that, 
as it was dying, wrote, that it was “then spending its last and 
happiest day”? Was this the body, or was it the faculty of Will? 
- And can you, then, without madness, admit anything to be su- 
~ perior to this? Are you in reality so deaf and blind? What, then, 
does any one dishonor the other faculties? Heaven forbid! Does 
any one assert that there is no use or excellence in the faculty of 
sight? Heaven forbid! It would be stupid, impious, and ungrateful 
to God. But we render to each its due. There is some use in an ass, 
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though not so much as in an OX; and in a dog, though not so 
much as in a servant: and in a servant, though not so much as in 
the citizens; and in the citizens, though not so much as in the 
magistrates. And though some are more excellent than others, 
those uses, which the last afford, are not to be despised. The 
faculty of eloquence has thus its value, though not equal to that 
of the Will. When therefore I talk thus, let not any one suppose, 
that I would have you neglect eloquence, any more than your 
eyes, or ears, or hands, or feet, or clothes, or shoes. But if you 
ask me what is the most excellent of things, what shall I say? I 
cannot say, eloquence, but a right Will; for it is this which makes 
use of that, and of all the other faculties, whether great or small. 
If this be set right, a bad man becomes good; if it be wrong, a 
good man becomes wicked. By this we are unfortunate or fortu- 
nate; we disapprove or approve each other. In a word, it is this 
which, neglected, forms unhappiness; and, well cultivated, happi- 
ness.‘ 


6. The avoidance of frustration and disappointment requires both 
the control of those things which are in our power — our attitudes 
and reactions to things — and the avoidance of those things which 
are beyond our control — extermals such as wealth and fame. 
Epictetus explains frustration as the consequence of false judgments 
of things, by which we are led to attempt to control what is actually 
uncontrollable by us. 


There are things which are within our power, and there are 
things which are beyond our power. Within our power are opinion, 
aim, desire, aversion, and, in one word, whatever affairs are our 
own. Beyond our power are body, property, reputation, office, 
and, in one word, whatever are not properly our own affairs. 

Now the things within our power are by nature free, unre- 
stricted, unhindered; but those beyond our power are weak, de- 
pendent, restricted, alien. Remember then, that, if you attribute. 
freedom to.things by nature dependent, and take what belongs - 
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to others for your own, you will be hindered, you will lament, 
you will be disturbed, you will find fault both with Gods and men. 
But if you take for your own only that which is your own, and 
view what belongs to others just as it really is, then no one will 
ever compel you, no one will restrict you, you will find fault with 
no one, you will accuse no one, you will do nothing against your 
will; no one will hurt you, you will not have an enemy, nor will 
you suffer any harm. 

Aiming therefore at such great things, remember that you must 
not allow yourself any inclination, however slight, towards the 
attainment of the others; but that you must entirely quit some 
of them, and for the present postpone the rest. But if you would 
have these, and possess power and wealth likewise, you may miss 
the latter in seeking the former; and you will certainly fail of that, 
by which alone happiness and freedom are procured. 

Seek at once, therefore, to be able to say to every unpleasing 
semblance, “You are but a semblance and by no means the real 
thing.” And then examine it by those rules which you have; and 
first and chiefly, by this: whether it concerns the things which 
are within our own power, or those which are not; and if it con- 
cerns anything beyond our power, be prepared to say that it is 
nothing to you. 

Remember that desire demands the attainment of that of which 
you are desirous; and aversion demands the avoidance of that to 
which you are averse; that he who fails of the object of his desires, 
is disappointed; and he who incurs the object of his aversion, is 
wretched. If, then, you shun only those undesirable things which 
you can control, you will never incur anything which you shun. 
But if you shun sickness, or death, or poverty, you will run the 
risk of wretchedness. Remove aversion, then, from all things that 
are not within our power, and transfer it to things undesirable, 
which are within our power. But for the present altogether re- 
strain desire; for if you desire any of the things not within aur 
own power, you must necessarily be disappointed; and you are 
not yet secure of those which are within our power, and so are 
legitimate objects of desire. Where it is practically necessary for 
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you to pursue or avoid anything, do even this with discretion, and 
gentleness, and moderation.* 


7. If the free, happy individual is one who confines his desires to 
those things which depend upon his own will and who is thus in 
harmony with God's will, then even death will appear trivial. For, 
the proper attitude towards such events will be one of apathy — in- 
difference, imperturbability. After all, Epictetus argues, every event 
follows from the divine nature with logical necessity, and, therefore 
only men’s judgments of things cause distress. One should accept 
with equanimity what is inevitable; no event is terrible when viewed 
by the disciplined mind. 


[Remember] that such is, and was, and will be, the nature of 
the world, nor is it possible that things should be otherwise than 
they now are; and that not only men and other creatures upon 
earth partake of this change and transformation, but diviner 
things also. For indeed even the four elements are transformed 
and metamorphosed; and earth becomes water, and water air, 
and this again is transformed into other things. And the same 
manner of transformation happens from things above to those 
below. Whoever endeavors to turn his mind towards these points, 
and persuade himself to receive with willingness what cannot be 
avoided, will pass his life in moderation and harmony. .. . Re- 
member that you are an actor in a drama of such sort as the author 
chooses. If short, then in a short one; if long, then in a long one. 
If it be his pleasure that you should act a poor man, see that you 
act it well; or a cripple, or a ruler, or a private citizen. For this 
is your business, to act well the given part; but to choose it, be- 
longs to another. . . . 

... You hear the vulgar say, “Such a one, poor soul! is dead." 
Well, his father died: his mother died. “Ay, but he was cut off in 
the flower of his age, and in a foreign land." Observe these con- 
trary ways of speaking; and abandon such expressions. Oppose 
to one custom, a contrary custom; to sophistry, the art of reason- 
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ing, and the frequent use and exercise of it. Against specious ap- 
pearances we must set clear convictions, bright and ready for use. 
When death appears as an evil, we ought immediately to remem- 
ber, that evils are things to be avoided, but death is inevitable. 
For what can I do, or where can I fly from it? . . . Whither shall I 
fly from death? Show me the place, show me the people, to whom 
I may have recourse, whom death does not overtake. Show me 
the charm to avoid it. If there be none, what would you have me 
do? I cannot escape death; but cannot I escape the dread of it? 
Must I die trembling, and lamenting? For the very origin of the 
disease lies in wishing for something that is not obtained. Under 
the influence of this, if I can make outward things conform to my 
own inclination, I do it; if not, I feel inclined to tear out the eyes 
of whoever hinders me. For it is the nature of man not to endure 
the being deprived of good; not to endure the falling into evil. 
And so, at last, when I can neither control events, nor tear out the 
eyes of him who hinders me, I sit down, and groan, and revile him 
whom I can; Zeus, and the rest of the gods. For what are they to 
me, if they take no care of me? . . . 

Men are disturbed not by things, but by the views which they 
take of things. Thus death is nothing terrible . . . But the terror 
consists in our notion of death, that it is terrible. When, there- 
fore, we are hindered, or disturbed, or grieved, let us never impute 
it to others, but to ourselves; that is, to our own views. It is the 
action of an uninstructed person to reproach others for his own 
misfortunes; of one entering upon instruction, to reproach him- 
self; and of one perfectly instructed, to reproach neither others 
nor himself. . . . Demand not that events should happen as you 
wish; but wish them to happen as they do happen, and you will 
go on well.^ 

8. Epictetus observes that a person who is resigned to the limitations 
of human power and the inevitability of all that occurs will not give 


way to sorrow at his own misfortunes or those of others. 
The only real thing is, to study hr. to rid life of lamentation, 
and complaint, and d/as! and I am undone, and misfortune, and 
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failure; and to learn what death, what exile, what a prison, what 
poison is; that he may be able to say in a prison, like Socrates, 
* My dear Crito, if it thus pleases the gods, thus let it be"; and 
not, “Wretched old man, have I kept my gray hairs for this!” 
[Do you ask] who speaks thus? Do you think I quote some mean 
and despicable person? Is it not Priam who says it? Is it not 
Oedipus? Nay, how many kings say it? For what else is tragedy, 
but the dramatized sufferings of men, bewildered by an admira- 
tion of externals? If one were to be taught by fictions, that things 
beyond our will are nothing to us, I should rejoice in such a 
fiction, by which I might live prosperous and serene. .. . When 
you see any one weeping for grief, either that his son has gone 
abroad, or that he has suffered in his affairs; take care not to be 
overcome by the apparent evil. But discriminate, and be ready 
to say, “What hurts this man is not this occurrence itself, for 
another man might not be hurt by it; — but the view he chooses 
to take of it." As far as conversation goes, however, do not dis- 
dain to accommodate yourself to him, and if need be, to groan 
with him. Take heed, however, not to groan inwardly too.! 


9. Epictetus advocates the life of self-control — i.e., mastery of 
one's desires — and the possession of a virtuous disposition. For, 
“Tt is not poverty that causes sorrow, but covetous desires. . . . Noth- 
ing is meaner than the love of pleasure, the love of gain, and indolen 
Nothing is nobler than magnanimity, meekness, and philanthrog , ." 
This is in direct opposition to the hedonistic view of the Epicureans. 


[ We represent] those intractable philosophers who do not think 
pleasure to be in itself the natural state of man; but merely an 
incident of those things in which his natural state consists, — 
justice, moderation, and freedom. Why, then, should the soul re- 
joice and be glad in the minor blessings of the body, as Epicurus 
says, and not be pleased with its own good, which is the very 
greatest? And yet Nature has given me likewise a sense of shame; 
and I am covered with blursses when I think I have uttered any 
indecent expression. This emotion will not suffer me to recognize 
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pleasure as a good and the end of life... . If you are dazzled by 
the semblance of any promised pleasure, guard yourself against 
being bewildered by it; but let the affair wait your leisure, and 
procure yourself some delay. Then bring to your mind both 
points of time; that in which you shall enjoy the pleasure, and 
that in which you will repent and reproach yourself, after you 
have enjoyed it; and set before you, in opposition to these, how 
you will rejoice and applaud yourself, if you abstain. And even 
though it should appear to you a seasonable gratification, take 
heed that its enticements and allurements and seductions may 
not subdue you; but set in opposition to this, how much better it 
is to be conscious of having gained so great a victory. . . . Chastise 
your passions, that they may not chastise you....It belongs 
to a wise man to resist pleasure; and to a fool to be enslaved by 
it! 

zo. Having given warning that hedonism is a false doctrine, 
Epictetus tells us that “two rules we should have always ready — 
that there is nothing good or evil save in the will; and, that we are 
not to lead events, but to follow them.” Employing these rules, the 
wise man will guard the virtues which are his only true possessions 
and the,source of his serenity, and he will avoid the disappointments 
and disturbances which plague those who pursue externals like fame, 
honors, and wealth. 


When you have lost anything external, have always at hand the 
consideration of what you have got instead of it; and if that be of 
more value, do not by any means call yourself a loser; whether it 
be a horse for an ass; an ox for a sheep; a good action for a piece 
of money; a due composure of mind for a dull jest; or modesty 
for indecent talk. By continually remembering this, you will pre- 
serve your character such as it ought to be. Otherwise, consider 
that you are spending your time in vain; and all that to which you 
are now applying your mind, you are about to spill and overturn. 
And there needs but little, merely a small deviation from reason, 
to destroy and overset all. A pilot does not need so much apparatus 
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to overturn a ship as to save it; but if he exposes it a little too 
much to the wind, it is lost; even if he should not do it by design, 
but only for a moment be thinking of something else, it is lost. 
Such is the case here, too. If you do but nod a little, all that you 
have hitherto accomplished is gone. Take heed, then, to the ap- 
pearances of things. Keep yourself watchful over them. It is no 
inconsiderable matter that you have to guard; but modesty, 
fidelity, constancy, docility, innocence, fearlessness, serenity; in 
short, freedom. For what will you sell these? Consider what the 
purchase is worth. “But shall I not get such a thing instead of it?" 
Consider, if you do not get it, what it is that you have instead. 
Suppose I have decency, and another the office of tribune; I have 
modesty, and he the praetorship? But I do not applaud where it 
is unbecoming; I will pay no undeserved honor; for I am free, and 
the friend of God, so as to obey him willingly; but 1 must not value 
anything else, neither body, nor possessions, nor fame; in short, 
nothing. For it is not His will that I should value them. For if this 
had been His pleasure, He would have placed in them my good, 
which now He‘hath not done; therefore I cannot transgress his 
commands. Seek in all things your own highest good, — and for 
other aims, recognize them as far as the case requires, and in ac- 
cordance with reason, contented with this alone. Otherwise you 
will be unfortunate, disappointed, restrained, hindered." These 
are the established laws, these the statutes. Of these one ought to 
be an expositor, and to these obedient . . .* 


II. Epictetus outlines the proper subject matter of philosophy and 
emphasizes the importance of the application of ethical theory to 
actual behavior: “ It is not reasonings that are wanted now, for there 
are books stuffed full of stoical reasonings. ‘What is wanted, then?’ 
The man who shall apply them; whose actions may bear testimony to 
his doctrines.” 


There are three topics in philosophy, in which he who.would be 
wise and good must be exercised. That of the desires and aversions, 
that he may not be disappointed of the one, nor incur the other. 
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"That of the pursuits and avoidances, and, in general, the duties of 
life; that he may act with order and consideratior, and not care- 
lessly. The third includes integrity of mind and prudence, and, 
in general, whatever belorgs to the judgment. 

Of these points, the principal and most urgent is that which 
reaches the passions; for passion is produced no otherwise than 
by a disappointment of one’s desires and an incurring of one’s 
aversions. It is this which introduces perturbations, tumults, mis- 
fortunes, and calamities; this is the spring of sorrow, lamentation, 
and envy; this renders us envious and emulous; and incapable of 
hearing reason. 

The next topic regards the duties of life. For I am not to be 
undisturbed by passions, in the same sense as a statue is; but as 
one who preserves the natural and acquired relations; as a pious 
person, as a son, as a brother, as a father, as a citizen. 

The third topic belongs to those scholars who are now somewhat 
advanced; and is a security to the other two, that no bewildering 
semblance may surprise us, either in sleep, or wine, or in de- 
pression... . 

[But] — Philosophy . . . doth not promise to procure any out- 
ward good for man; otherwise it would admit something beyond 
its proper theme. For as the material of a carpenter is wood; of a 
statuary, brass; so of the art of living, the material is each man's 
own life. 

“What, then, is my brother's life?” 

That, again, is matter for his own art, but is external to you; 
like property, health, or reputation. Philosophy promises none of 
these... . The beginning of philosophy, at least to such as enter 
upon it in a proper way, and by the door, is a consciousness of our 
own weakness and inability in necessary things. For we came into 
the world without any natural idea of a right-angled triangle; of a 
diesis, or a semitone, in music; but we learn each of these things 
by some artistic instruction. Hence, they who do not understand 
them, do not assume to understand them. But who ever came 
into the world without an innate idea of good and evil; fair and 
base; becoming and unbecoming; happiness and misery; proper 
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and improper; what ought to be done, and what not to be done! 
Hence we all make use of the terms, and endeavor to apply our 
impressions to particular cases. *Such a one hath acted well, 
not well; right, not right; is unhappy, is happy; is just, is unjust." 
Which of us refrains from these terms? Who defers the use of them, 
till he has learnt it; as those do, who are ignorant of lines and 
sounds? The reason of this is, that we come instructed, in some 
degree, by nature, upon these subjects; and from this beginning, 
we go on to add self-conceit. “For why," say you, “should I 
not know what fair or base is? Have I not the idea of it?" You 
have. “Do I not apply this idea to the particular instance?" You 
do. “Do I not apply it rightly then?" Here lies the whole ques- 
tion; and here arises the self-conceit. Beginning from these ac- 
knowledged points, men proceed, by applying them improperly, to 
reach the very position most questionable. For, if they knew how 
to apply them also, they would be all but perfect. . .. What seems 
to each man, is not sufficient to determine the reality of a thing. 
For even in. weights and measures we are not satisfied with the 
bare appearance; but for everything we find some rule. And is 
there then, in the present case, no rule preferable to what seems? 
Is it possible, that what is of the greatest necessity in human life, 
should be left incapable of determination and discovery ? 

There must be some rule. And why do we not seek and discover 
it, and, when we have discovered, ever after make use of it, 
without fail, so as not even to move a finger without it. For this, 
I conceive, is what, when found, will cure those of their madness, 
who make use of no other measure, but their own perverted way 
of thinking. Afterwards, beginning from certain known and de- 
terminate points, we may make use of general principles, properly 
applied to particulars. 

Thus, what is the subject that falls under our inquiry? Pleasure. 
Bring it to the rule. Throw it into the scale. Must good be some- 
thing in which it is fit to confide, and to which we may trust? 
Yes. Is it fit to trust to anything unstable? No. Is pleasure, then, 
a stable thing? No. Take it, then, and throw it out of the scale, 
and drive it far distant from the place of good things. 
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But, if you are not quick-sighted, and one balance is insuf- 
ficient, bring another. Is it fit to be elated by good? Yes. Is it 


fit, 


then, to be elated by a present pleasure? See that you do not 


say it 1s; otherwise I shall not think you so much as worthy to 
use a scale Thus are things judged, and weighed, when we have 
the rules ready. This is the part of philosophy, to examine, and 
fix the rules; and to make use of them, when they are known, 
is the business of a wise and good man.! 


` 


Questions 


. Outline the most important features of the Stoic ethic. Do these 


factors account for the fact that a slave and an emperor could both 
be Stoics? 


. What is the relationship between Stoic metaphysics and Stoic 


ethics? Do you think that rationalism and pantheism necessarily 
result in an ethical theory that values “virtue for its own sake”? 


. Explain and discuss the Stoic doctrine that virtue consists in living 


“according to nature.” Can you define “nature” in such a way that 
this doctrine would no longer be acceptable? 


. Discuss critically Epictetus’ recommendation that we “make the 


best of what is in our power, and take the rest as it occurs." What 
things are within our control, according to the Stoics? 


. Describe in detail what the Stoics mean by “apathy.” Do you believe 


this is the most satisfactory state men can achieve? 


. If a debate between Epictetus and Epicurus could be arranged, 


what arguments would each put forward against the moral philoso- 
phy of the other? Could they agree on any major issues of theory? 
Could they agree on any major principles of conduct? 


. How does Epictetus conceive of the proper subject matter of philoso- 


phy? Which is more important to him, the activity of reasoning or 
acting according to reason? Would he, accordingly, agree or disagree 


with Plato’s tenet, “virtue is knowledge"? 


. How true to the original doctrines of the Stoics is the term “stoic” 


as it is commonly used today? 


. The Stoics are credited with influencing considerably the develop- 


ment of international law. Examine their ethical doctrines for the 
principles which account for this contribution. Can you find further 
political implications of the Stoic ethic? 
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10. (a) Do you think the Stoics influenced the thinking of the early 
Christians? 
(b) Do you think that a revival of stoicism in our times is a reason- 
able possibility? Justify your answers by referring to specific 
Stoic doctrines. 


Key to selections: 


EPICTETUS, The Works of Epictetus, tr. Thomas Wentworth Higginson, 
Boston, Little, Brown, and Co., 1866. 
The following abbreviations are used: 
Dis. — The Discourses; 
Ench. — The Enchiridion; 
Frag. — Fragments. 


“Dis, Bk. I, Ch. XVIII. Ench. XVII, 
> Dis. Bk. II, Ch. XIV, Dis. Bk. I, Ch. XXVII, 
Bk. I, Ch. IX, Ench. V, VIII. 
Frag. CXXXI. ! Dis. Bk. I, Ch. IV, 
Sis BELT, Cha ALV, Ench. XVI. 
Bk. II, Ch. VIII. i Frag. XLVII, 
Sus sc BKAT ECN N Ench. XXXIV, 
Bk. II, Ch. X. Frag. IV, CVI. 


*:Disiqy BK. IL Ch XXI Dis... Bk« IY, Ch LIT, 
‘Dis. Bk. II, Ch. XXIII. | Dis. Bk. UI, Ch. II, 
* Ench. I, II. Bk. I, Ch. XV, 


^ Frag. CXXIX, Bk. II, Ch. XI. 


Guide to Additional Reading 


INEXPENSIVE EDITIONS: 


EPICTETUS, Enchiridion, Little Library of Liberal Arts (Liberal Arts 
Press). 


—, Moral Discourses, Everyman's Library (Dutton). 


INEXPENSIVE EDITIONS OF RELATED WORKS: 


Marcus Aurelius, Meditations, Everyman’s Library (Dutton). 
5 ——, Great Books Foundation (Regnery). 
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Marcus Aurelius, Meditations, Masterpieces of Literature (Collins). 
—, —, World's Classics (Oxford University 
Press). 


DISCUSSION AND COMMENTARY: 


Arnold, E. V., Roman Stoicism, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 


19II. 
Bevan, E., Stoics and Sceptics, Oxford, The Clarendon Press, 1913. 
Hicks, R. D., Stoic and Epicurean, New York, Charles Scribner’s Sons, 

1910. 

Laertius, Diogenes, Lives and Opinions of Eminent Philosophers, tr. R. D. 
Hicks, Cambridge, Loeb Classical Library, Harvard University Press, 
1925. 

Zeller, E., Stoics, Epicureans and Sceptics, London, Longmans, Green 
and Company, Ltd., 1892. 
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Chapter vi 


Pith DOVE-OF GOD 


: Saint Augustine 


G.. Augustine (354-430) lived in a crucial period in the 
history of Christianity: in 313, the emperor Constantine granted 
liberty of worship to Christians, and in 325 the Council of Nicaea 
defined basic Christian doctrine, declaring all other interpretations 
heretical. In the attempt to put down heresies, Saint Augustine 
was a powerful influence. He was born in Tagaste, a small town 
in North Africa. His mother, though not his father, was a Chris- 
tian, and until Saint Augustine's conversion to Christianity in his 
thirty-second year, his life followed the pattern typical of the 
young Roman provincial of the times. However, his boyhood 
pranks, his pride in his proficiency in the schools of the Roman 
rhetoricians, and his indulgence in sensual pleasure became a 
source of self-reproach when he viewed them in retrospect as a 
mature man and pious Christian. 

Before his conversion, Saint Augustine was a highly successful 
teacher of rhetoric. During this phase of his career, his philosoph- 
ical position shifted several times in his search for a satisfactory 
set of beliefs. He joined for a time the sect of Manichaeans, who 
explained the universe through the dualistic doctrine of God and 
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Satan engaged in a struggle to dominate the world. Dissatisfied 
with their answers to the questions which troubled him, he turned 
to Greek philosophy and in particular to Neo-Platonism. Here, 
he met with no better success, although the Neo-Platonic teach- 
ings later stood him in good stead. He rejected the pantheistic 
conception that man’s soul is part of the World-Soul, but incor- 
porated in his own theory of knowledge the Neo-Platonic doctrine 
that the ultimate in knowledge is a mystical intuition of the 
Supreme Reality, which only a few can experience. Saint Augus- 
tine came at last under the influence of Saint Ambrose, Bishop 
of Milan, who reinforced the efforts of the young man’s mother, 
Monica, to turn him to Christianity. A decisive inner experience 
resulted in his conversion in 386, and he was baptized by Saint 
Ambrose the following year. 
» Saint Augustine entered the priesthood in 391, rising in the 
course of time to become Bishop of Hippo. He applied his great 
talent as a thinker and writer and his knowledge of philosophy to 
the study of the Holy Scriptures and other teachings of his new 
religion, producing numerous works on Christian doctrine. His 
Confessions, while they contain abundant autobiographical detail, 
are primarily a eulegy of God and a declaration of devotion and 
love for Him. The City of God, on the other hand, is an extensive 
philosophy of history in the framework of the Christian religion, 
and it functions as an elaborate theodicy — a justification of the 
ways of God to man. The Enchiridion, a work of his later years, 
is a manual in which he sets forth the meaning of the virtues of 
faith, hope, and love. The clearest expression of Saint Augustine's 
theory of knowledge is to be found in the work, De Musica. His 
other contributions to Christian philosophy and theology include 
the treatises, On the Nature of God, On Free Will, On the Immortality 
of the Soul, On Nature and Grace, and On the Trinity. 

The teachings of Saint Augustine dominated Christian belief 
almost exclusively for more than nine centuries, after which the 
scholastic philosophy of Saint Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) 
shared dominion with it. 
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Saint Augustine is the first Christian philosopher ‘to formulate 
the doctrines of his religion in a comprehensive and enduring 
world-view. In elaborating the Christian revelation, he dedicates 
himself to the task of showing the way to the spiritual safety and 
happiness of salvation. Consequently, he carries on an.unrelenting 
campaign to root out the heretical beliefs which mislead men in 
their search for the true religion. In addition, Saint Augustine 
undertakes the construction of a reasoned defense against charges 
of paradoxes, contradictions, and absurdities in Christian doc- 
trine. The accomplishment of his task is facilitated by an effective 
assimilation of Greek philosophy to Christian belief. 

The Christian creed which is the basis of Saint Augustine’s 
writings is contained in God’s revelation as set forth in the Old 
and New Testaments of the Bible. Its metaphysical and ethical 
focus is God, the omnipotent, omniscient, and benevolent Creator 
of man and the universe. Man, created only "a little lower than 
the angels,” was endowed with free will and was therefore able to 
choose between good and evil. Adam, the first man, chose evil, 
thus falling from God’s favor, and his original sin is inherited by 
all mankind. The punishment for sin is eternal death, but God in 
His mercy provides the possibility of redemption through union 
with. His Son, Jesus Christ, man’s. Saviour. Jesus assumes the 
burden of the original sin of those who have faith in Him, but 
men must also follow His example of humility, respect, and 
obedience to God’s commandments. The reward of those who 
are infused with the Holy Spirit of God is eternal life. 

The works of Saint Augustine are permeated by the gospel of 
love which unifies and illuminates the Christian religion. The 
personal, passional aspect of his love of God finds frequent ex- 
pression in the Confessions: “Thou hast stricken my heart with 
Thy word, and I loved Thee. And also the heaven and earth, and 

1 Three important examples of Saint Augustine’s adaptation of concepts from Greek 
philosophy are: (1) the incorporation of Plato's conception of the.“ Good” in the char- 
acterization of God, (2) the use of the Neo-Platonic idea of the mediating function of the 
Logos (the Cosmic Reason or Divine Word), in interpreting the role of Jesus Christ in the 
Holy Trinity, and (3) the use of the Neo-Platonic definition of evil as the absence of good 
in the resolution of the “problem of evil.” 
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all that is therein, behold, on every side, they say that I should 
love Thee . . . " And, as an article of faith, the love of God and 
the related love of our neighbor is treated by Saint Augustine as 
an indispensable constituent of Christian doctrine: 


All the commandments of God, then, are embraced in love, of which 
the apostle says: “Now the end of the commandment is charity, out of 
a pure heart, and of a good conscience, and of faith unfeigned." Thus 
the end of every commandment is charity, that is, every commandment 
has love for its aim. ... This love embraces both the love of God and 
the love of our neighbor, and “on these two commandments hang all 
the law and the prophets,” we may add the Gospel and the apostles. 
For it is from these that we hear this yoice: The end of the command- 
ment is charity, and God is love.* 


In loving God, Saint Augustine tells us, we love truth. On the 
attainment of true knowledge, men will discover as he did that, 
* where I found truth, there I found my God, who is truth it- 
self...” Men come to know truth through inner experience and 
conviction. Moreover, they must make an effort of will to prepare 
the mind to receive truth. Saint Augustine maintains that one 
cannot obtain true knowledge without faith: one should first 
believe in order to understand. The intellectual knowledge of 
God, however, does not by itself suffice for the perfect and ulti- 
mate comprehension of Him which is man’s happiness. For this, 
one must go beyond reason to mystical vision, the spiritual seeing 
of God which transcends reason. Faith, knowledge, and mystical 
vision may be conceived as progressive steps on the way to the 
transcendental understanding of God, who is the essence of all 
truth. : 

Knowledge of God is indispensable to man's blessedness, but, 
Saint Augustine holds, it is false pride for anyone to believe 
that he can know God by his own efforts. Only when God by 
His grace illuminates the mind can it grasp the truth. Similarly, 
salvation can be achieved only through. God's grace. In the 
Augustinian theology, each man is predestined by God either to 
salvation or to damnation. Since all men are stained with original 
sin, they deserve only punishment. Consequently, salvation is a 
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free gift of God bestowed upon the chosen few. Without divine 
grace, neither faith nor good works can assure salvation. No hu- 
man mind can penetrate the mystery of God’s wisdom in electing 
some but not others to be saved. Trusting in God’s goodness, 
and despite the fact that we cannot judge whether we will be 
saved or not, we are obligated to seek God and to live according 
to His commandments.? 

The struggle of man to turn away from evil and seek the good 
is described by Saint Augustine in The City of God. The whole 
history of mankind from the fall of man to the Last Judgment is 
depicted as a conflict between the “City of God” and the “City 
of Man." Those who live in the earthly city pursue material in- 
terests and carnal pleasures. They suffer not only the frustrations 
brought about by their false beliefs while on earth, but also endure 
the everlasting alienation from God which is the punishment of 
the sinful. By contrast, the citizens of the City of God form a 
"mystical and unanimous society of saints in Heaven and be- 
lievers on Earth." Through the redemptive mission of Jesus 
Christ, God’s True Word, they enjoy both spiritual peace on 
earth and the eternal blessedness of the vision of God which is 
man’s true happiness. 


I. In the support and defense of Christian doctrine, Saint Augus- 
tine is obliged to resolve some of the most troublesome metaphysical 
problems of ethics. Among these, perhaps the most crucial challenge 
to the effectiveness of his ethical theory and a natural point of entry 
into his entire moral philosophy is the so-called “problem of evil,” 
viz., how to reconcile the existence of evil in the world with the 
omnipotence and benevolence of God. The paradoxical nature of this 
problem is clearly evident from the formulation of it attributed to the 
Greek philosopher, Epicurus: 


2 There is an unreconciled conflict between Saint Augustine’s theological doctrine of 
divine predestination, with its implication of-human impotency, and his philosophical 
defense of human freedom of will, with its implication of moral responsibility. 
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Either God would remove evil out of this world, and cannot: or He 
can, and will not; or, He has not the power nor will; or, lastly, He has 
both the power and will. If He has the will, and not the power, this shows 
weakness, which is contrary to the nature of God. If He has the power, 
and not the will, it is malignity, and this is no less contrary to His nature. 
If He is neither able nor willing, He is both impotent and malignant, and 
consequently cannot be God. If He be both willing and able (which 
alone is consonant to the nature of God), whence comes evil, or why does 
He not prevent it? 


As a starting point for his treatment of the problem of evil, Saint 
Augustine insists that God is perfectly good and all things come from 
Him. Since God in His goodness cannot create anything evil, it 
follows that evil cannot be a positive characteristic of things. However, 

whe things which God creates are less than wholly good, and they are 
evil only insofar as they lack goodness. 


What is called evil in the universe is but the absence of good:... 
In the bodies of animals, disease and wounds mean nothing but 
the absence of health; for when a cure is effected, that does not 
mean that the evils which were present — namely, the diseases 
and wounds — go away from the body and dwell elsewhere: they 
altogether cease to exist; for the wound or disease is not a sub- 
stance, but a defect in the fleshly substance — the flesh itself 
being a substance, and therefore something good, of which those 
evils — that is, privations of the good which we call health — 
are accidents. Just in the same way, what are called vices in the 
soul are nothing but privations of natural good. And when they 
are cured, they are not transferred elsewhere: when they cease 
to exist in the healthy soul, they cannot exist anywhere else. 

? Various answers to the paradoxical problem of evil have been given in its long and 
controversial history: (1) if the reality of evil is denied, it follows that there is no para- 
dox — as, for example, when it is argued that what appears evil to man is really good in 
the overall view of the universe; (2) if it is conceded that God’s power is finite, then the 
existence of evil is not paradoxical; (3) if it is held that man’s limited intellect cannot 
grasp the mystery, then he must trust in God’s goodness and accept the paradox unre- 


solved; (4) if as Saint Augustine asserts, God is both supremely good and all-powerful, 
and yet evil is not illusory, the paradox can be attacked by defining evil as nothing more 


than the absence of good. 
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Ail beings were made good, but not being made perfectly good, are 
liable to corruption: All things that exist, therefore, seeing that the 
Creator of them all is supremely good, are themselves good. But 
because they are not; like their Creator, supremely and unchange- 
ably good, their good may be diminished and increased. But for 
good to be diminished is an evil, although, however much it may 
be diminished, it is necessary, if the being is to continue, that some 
good should remain to constitute the being. For however small 
or of whatever kind the being may be, the good which makes it a 
being cannot be destroyed without destroying the being itself. 
An uncorrupted nature is justly held in esteem. But if, still 
further, it be incorruptible, it is undoubtedly considered of still 
higher value. When it is corrupted, however, its corruption is an 


evil, because it is deprived of some sort of good. For if it be de- , 


prived of no good, it receives no injury; but it does receive. 
injury, therefore it is deprived of good. Therefore, so long as a 
being is in process of corruption, there is in it some good of which 
it is being deprived; and if a part of the being should remain 
which cannot be corrupted, this will certainly be an incorruptible 
being, and accordingly the process of corruption will result in 
the manifestation of this great good. But if it do not cease to be 
corrupted, neither can it cease to possess good of which corruption 
may deprive it. But if it should be thoroughly and completely 
consumed by corruption, there will then be no good left, because 
there will be no being. Wherefore corruption can consume the 
good only by consuming the being. Every being, therefore, is a 
good; a great good, if it cannot be corrupted; a little good, if it 
can: but in any case, only the foolish or ignorant will deny that 
it is a good. And if it be wholly consumed by corruption, then the 
corruption itself must cease to exist, as there is no being left in 
which it can dwell." 


2. Nevertheless, it still remains to resolve another part of the prob- 
lem of evil. If God is able to do all things, why does He permit man 
to choose evil? Or, if God is free to do whatsoever He will, why should 


He will evil? Saint Augustine argues that since God is all-powerful, 
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He can prevent evil if He so wills, so that His permitting evil must 
reflect His goodness in some way. He explains that God's mercy and 
justice are served by presenting man with a choice between good and 
evil. Whichever man chooses, God's will is fulfilled, and even evil 
choices are turned to good account by Him. In his present imperfect 
state, man cannot always perceive the wisdom of God's ways, but 
Saint Augustine is confident that in the fullness of faith, all will 


become clear. 


The omnipotent God does well even in the permission of evil: Nor 
can we doubt that God does well even in the permission of what 
is evil. For He permits it only in the justice of His judgment. And 
surely all that is just is good. Although, therefore, evil, in so far 
as it is evil, is not a good; yet the fact that evil as well as good 
exists, is a good. For if it were not a good that evil should exist, 
its existence would not be permitted by the omnipotent God, who 
without doubt can as easily refuse to permit what He does not 
wish, as bring about what He does wish. And if we do not believe 
this, the very first sentence of our creed is endangered; wherein 
we profess to believe in God the Father Almighty. For He is not 
truly called Almighty if He cannot do whatsoever He pleases, 
or if the power of His almighty will is hindered by the will of 
any creature whatsoever . .. 

The will of God is never defeated, though much is done that is con- 
trary to His will: These are the great works of the Lord, sought 
out according to all His pleasure, and so wisely sought out, that 
when the intelligent creation, both angelic and human, sinned, 
doing not His will but their own, He used the very will of the 
creature which was working in opposition to the Creator's will as 
an instrument for carrying out His will, the supremely Good thus 
turning to good'account even what is evil, to the condemnation of 
those whom in His justice He has predestined to punishment, and 
to the salvation of those whom in His mercy He has predestined 
to grace. For, as far as relates to their own consciousness, these 
creatures did what God wished not to be done: but in view of 
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God's omnipotence, they could in no wise effect their purpose. 
For in the very fact that they acted in opposition to His will, His 
will concerning them was fulfilled. And hence it is that "the 
works of the Lord are great, sought out according to all His 
pleasure," because in a way unspeakably strange and wonderful, 
even what is done in opposition to His will does not defeat His 
will. For it would not be done did He not permit it (and of course 
His permission is not unwilling, but willing); nor would a Good 
Being permit evil to be done only that in His omnipotence He 
can turn evil into good. 

The will of God, which is always good, is sometimes fulfilled 
through the evil will of man: Sometimes, however, a man in the 
goodness of his will desires something that God does not desire, 
even though God’s will is also good, nay, much more fully and 
more surely good (for His will never can be evil): for example, if 
a good son is anxious that his father should live, when it is God’s 
good will that he should die. Again, it is possible for a man with 
evil will to desire what God wills in His goodness: for example, 
if a bad son wishes his father to die, when this is also the will of 
God. It is plain that the former wishes what God does not wish, 
and that the latter wishes what God does wish; and yet the filial 
love of the former is more in harmony with the good will of God, 
though its desire is different from God’s, than the want of filial 
affection of the latter, though its desire is the same as God’s. 
So necessary is it, in determining whether a man’s desire is one 
to be approved or disapproved, to consider what it is proper for 
man, and what it is proper for God, to desire, and what is in 
each case the real motive of the will. For God accomplishes some 
of His purposes, which of course are all good, through the evil 
desires of wicked men.° ; 


3. Although Saint Augustine has resolved the problem of evil to 
his satisfaction, another traditional paradox arises when it is con- 
sidered that God knows in advance what choices men will make. 
Divine foreknowledge must be reconciled with man’s freedom to choose 
good or evil. Because all things have causes, it would appear that if 
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God knows in advance what is to happen, all that happens is de- 
termined, and men cannot have free will. Then, if men are not free, 
punishment and reward are both unjust and ineffective. On the 
other hand, if man is free to choose his own course of action, God 
cannot have foreknowledge of human behavior, and consequently can- 
not be omniscient. 

Saint Augustine sets about the task of showing how it is possible 
to retain the belief in both divine prescience and human free will. 
Granting that every event has a cause, he points out that man’s will 
is one of the causes of his actions. Hence, the causal power of the will 
is part of the overall causal order of events foreknown by God. The 
paradox is effectively resolved by the distinction between the knowl- 
edge of a cause and the cause itself: God’s knowing in advance that 
an event will necessarily occur is not the same as His causing it to 


occur. 


But it does not follow that, though there is for God a certain 
order of all causes, there must therefore be nothing depending 
on the free exercise of our own wills, for our wills themselves are 
included in that order of causes which is certain to God, and is 
embraced by His foreknowledge, for human wills are also causes 
of human actions; and He who foreknew all the causes of things 
would certainly among those causes not have been ignorant of our 
wills. ... 

... If that is to be called our necessity which is not in our power, 
but even though we be unwilling, effects what it can effect, — as, 
for instance, the necessity of death, — it is manifest that our wills 
by which we live uprightly or wickedly are not under such a 
necessity; for we do many things which, if we were not willing, 
we should certainly not do. This is primarily true of the act of 
willing itself, — for if we will, it is; if we will not, it is not, — for 
we should not will if we were unwilling. But if we define necessity 
to be that according to which we say that it is necessary that 
anything be of such or such a nature, or be done in such and such 
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a manner, I know not why we should have any dread of that 
necessity taking away the freedom of our will. For we do not put 
the life of God or the foreknowledge of God under necessity if we 
should say that it is necessary that God should live for ever, and 
foreknow all things; as neither is His power diminished when we 
say that He cannot die or fall into error, — for this is in such a 
way impossible to Him, that if it were possible for Him, He would 
be of less power. But assuredly He is rightly called omnipotent, 
though He can neither die nor fall into error. For He is called 
omnipotent on account of His doing what He wills, not on account 
of His suffering what He wills not; for if that should befall Him, 
He would by no means be omnipotent. Wherefore, He cannot do 
some things for the very reason that He is omnipotent.? 


4. It follows, then, that men are themselves responsible for their 
misfortunes; they are free to choose, and they choose evil. For Saint 
Augustine, however, an evil will is a defective one. Just as he defines 
evil as the absence of good, so too he characterizes an evil will as one 
which fails to choose the good. 


Let no one, therefore, look for an efficient cause of the evil will; 
for it is not efficient, but deficient, as the will itself is not an 
effecting of something, but a defect. For defection from that which 
supremely is, to that which has less of being, — this is to begin to 
have an evil will. Now, to seek to discover the causes of these de- 
fections, — causes, as I have said, not efficient, but deficient, — is 
as if some one sought to see darkness, or hear silence. Yet both 
of these are known by us, and the former by means only of the 
eye, the latter only by the ear; but not by their positive actuality, 
but by their want of it. Let no one, then, seek to know from me 
what I know that I do not know; unless he perhaps wishes to 
learn to be ignorant of that of which all we know is, that it cannot 
be known. .. . For when the eyesight surveys objects that strike 
the sense, it nowhere sees darkness but where it begins not to see. 
And so no other sense but the ear can perceive silence, and yet 
it is only perceived by not héaring. Thus, too, our mind perceives 
intelligible forms by understanding them; but when they are 
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deficient, it knows them by not knowing them; for who can under- 
stand defects? 

.. . And I know likewise, that the will could not become evil, 
were it unwilling to become so; and therefore its failings are justly 
punished, being not necessary, but voluntary. For its defections 
are not to evil things, but are themselves evil; that is to say, are 
not towards things that are naturally and in themselves evil, 
but the defection of the will is evil, because it is contrary to the 
order of nature, and an abandonment of that which has supreme 
being for that which has less. For avarice is not a fault inherent 
in gold, but in the man who inordinately loves gold, to the detri- 
ment of justice, which ought to be held in incomparably higher 
regard than gold. Neither is luxury the fault of lovely and charm- 
ing objects, but of the heart that inordinately loves sensual 
pleasures, to the neglect of temperance, which attaches us to 
objects more lovely in their spirituality, and more delectable by 
their incorruptibility. Nor yet is boasting the fault of human 
praise, but of the soul that is inordinately fond of the applause of 
men, and that makes light of the voice of conscience. Pride, too, 
is not the fault of him who delegates power, nor of power itself, 
but of the soul that is inordinately enamoured of its wn power, 
and despises the more just dominion of a higher authority. Conse- 
quently he who inordinately loves the good which any nature 
possesses, even though he obtain it, himself becomes evil in the 
good, and wretched because deprived of a greater good.° 


5. Saint Augustine's rational justification of the Christian belief 
in man’s moral responsibility and the presence of moralevil {n 
world constitutes a philosophical background for his deso tion o, 
the City of God and the City of Man. Those who chaose god he calls 
citizens of the City of God, and those who choose evil grec Hed citizen 
of the City of Man. To live in the heavenly city, o emi st follow th 
spirit as well as the letter of the teachings of Jesus; t) se ho pursue 
the pleasures of the body or accept idolatrous or heretical bol ne 
be said to “live after the flesh” in the earthly city. ™ 
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. « Though there are very many and great nations all over the 
earth, whose rites and customs, speech, arms, and dress, are dis- 
tinguished by marked differences, yet there are no more than two 
kinds of human society, which we may justly call two cities, 
according to the language of our Scriptures. The one consists of 
those who wish to live after the flesh, the other of those who wish 
to live after the spirit; and when they severally achieve what they 
wish, they live in peace, each after their kind... 

.. . If we are to ascertain what it is to live after the flesh (which 
is certainly evil, though the nature of flesh is not itself evil), we 
must carefully examine that passage of the epistle which the 
Apostle Paul wrote to the Galatians, in which he says, “Now the 
works of the flesh are manifest, which are these: adultery, fornica- 
tion, uncleanness, lasciviousness, idolatry, witchcraft, hatred, 
variance, emulations, wrath, strife, seditions, heresies, envyings, 
murders, drunkenness, revellings, and such like: of the which I 
tell you before, as I have also told you in time past, that they 
which do such thing’ shall not inherit the kingdom of God." This 
whole passage of the apostolic epistle being considered, so far as 
it bears on the matter in hand, will be sufficient to answer the 
question, what it is to live after the flesh. For among the works 
of the flesh which he said were manifest, and which he cited for 
condemnation, we find not only those which concern the pleasure 
of the flesh, as fornications, uncleanness, lasciviousness, drunken- 
ness, revellings, but also those which, though they be remote from 
fleshly pleasure, reveal the vices of the soul. For who does not 
see that idolatries, witchcrafts, hatreds, variance, emulations, 
wrath, strife, heresies, envyings, are vices rather of the soul than 
of the flesh? For it is quite possible for a man to abstain from 
fleshly pleasures for the sake of idolatry or some heretical error; 
and yet, even when he does so, he is proved by this apostolic 
authority to be living after the flesh; and in abstaining from fleshly 
pleasure, he is proved to-be practising damnable works of the 
flesh. Who that has enmity has it not in his soul? or who would : 
say to his enemy, or to the man he thinks his enemy, You have a 
bad flesh towards me, and not rather, You have a bad spirit to- - 
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e 
m me? In fine, if any one heard of what I may call “ carnali- 
ties," he would not fail to attribute them to the carnal part of 
man;so no one doubts that animosities * belong to the soul of man.! 


6. It must be realized, Saint Augustine points out, that supreme 
good and evil refer to eternity, not to the brief moment of this life. 
Those who seek happiness im this world and through their own 
efforts cannot be either truly happy or truly moral. Not only those 
who pursue the carnal pleasures, but also those who rely upon reason 
as the foundation of morality, are in error. Unaided by divine guid- 
ance, reason cannot provide a cure for the evils of life. 


What the Christians believe regarding the supreme good and evil, 
in opposition to the philosophers, who have maintained that the 
supreme good is in themselves: If, then, we be asked what the city 
of God has to say upon these points, and, in the first place, what 
its opinion regarding the supreme good and evil is, it will reply 
that life eternal is the supreme good, death eternal the supreme 
evil, and that to obtain the one and escape the other we must live 
rightly. And thus it is written, “The just lives by faith,” for we 
do not as yet see our good, and must therefore live by faith; 
neither have we in ourselves power to live rightly, but can do so 
only if He who has given us faith to believe in His help do help 
us when we believe and pray. As for those who have supposed that 
the sovereign good and evil are to be found in this life... all 
these have, with a marvellous shallowness, sought to find their 
blessedness in this life ahd in themselves. Contempt has been 
poured upon such ideas by the Truth, saying by the prophet, 
“The Lord knoweth the thoughts of men” (or, as the Apostle 
Paul cites the passage, The Lord knoweth the thoughts of the 
wise") “that they are vain." 

For what flood of eloquence can suffice to detail the miseries 
of this life? ... For when, where, how, in this life can these 
primary objects of nature be possessed so that they may not be 
assailed by unforeseen accidents? Is the body of the wise man 


4 Anima is the Latin word for “soul.” 
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exempt from any pain which may dispel pleasure, from any dis‘ 
quietude which may banish repose? The amputation or decay 
of the members of the body puts an end to its integrity, deformity 
blights its beauty, weakness its health, lassitude its vigour, sleepi- 
ness or sluggishness its activity, — and which of these is it that 
may not assail the flesh of the wise man? Comely and fitting 
attitudes and movements of the body are numbered among the 
prime natural blessings; but what if some sickness makes the 
members tremble? what if a man suffers from curvature of the 
spine to such an extent that his hands reach the ground, and he 
goes upon all-fours like a quadruped? Does not this destroy all 
beauty and grace in the body, whether at rest or in motion? 
What shall I say of the fundamental blessings of the soul, sense 
and intellect, of which the one is given for the perception, and the 
other for the comprehension of truth? But what kind of sense is 
it that remains when a man becomes deaf and blind? where are 
reason and intellect when disease makes a man delirious? We can 
scarcely, or not at all, refrain from tears, when we think of or 
see the actions and words of such frantic persons, and consider 
how different from and even opposed to their own sober judgment 
and ordinary-conduct their present demeanour is. And what shall 
I say of those who suffer from demoniacal possession? Where is 
their own intelligence hidden and buried while the malignant spirit 
is using their body and soul according to his own will? And who is 
quite sure that no such thing can happen to the wise man in this 
life? Then, as to the perception of truth, what can we hope for 
even in this way while in the body, as we read in the true book of 
Wisdom, “The corruptible body weigheth down the soul, and the 
earthly tabernacle presseth down the mind that museth upon many 
things?” And eagernessor desire of action...is also reckoned among 
the primary advantages of nature; and yet is it not this which pro- 
duces those pitiable movements of the insane, and those actions 
which weshudder tosee, when sense is deceived and reason deranged? * 


7. When we appreciate the feebleness of unaided human reason, 
we see that faith, hope, and love are the fundamental virtues of the 
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true Christian, who seeks peace and happiness through God. The 
virtues of prudence, temperance, justice, and fortitude which the 
rationalistic Greek philosophers value so highly are nothing more 
than prideful vices unless they are used in the service of the true 
religion. 


What shall I say of that virtue which is called prudence? Is not 
all its vigilance spent in the discernment of good from evil things, 
so that no mistake may be admitted about what we should desire 
and what avoid? And thus it is itself a proof that we are in the 
midst of evils, or that evils are in us; for it teaches us that it is 
an evil to consent to sin, and a good to refuse this consent. And 
yet this evil, to which prudence teaches and temperance enables us 
not to consent, is removed from this life neither by prudence nor 
by temperance. And justice, whose office it is to render to every 
man his due, whereby there is in man himself a certain just order 
of nature, so that the soul is subjected to God, and the flesh to 
the soul, and consequently both soul and flesh to God, — does 
not this virtue demonstrate that it is as yet rather labouring 
towards its end than resting in its finished work? For the soul is 
so much the less subjected to God as it is less occupied with the 
thought of God; and the flesh is so much the less subjected to the 

spirit as it lusts more vehemently against the spirit. So long, there- 
` fore, as we are-beset by this weakness, this plague, this disease, 
how shall we dare to say that we are safe? and if not safe, then 
how can we be already enjoying our final beatitude?.Then that 
virtue which goes by the name of fortitude is the plainest proof 
of the ills of life, for it is these ills which it is compelled to bear 
patiently. And this holds good, no matter though the ripest wis- 
dom co-exists with it... . 

Therefore the Apostle Paul, speaking not of men without pru- 
dence, temperance, fortitude, and justice, but of those whose 
lives were regulated by true piety, and whose virtues were thére- 
fore true, says, “For we are saved by hope: now hope which is 
seen is not hope; for what a man seeth, why doth he yet hope for? 
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But if we hope for that we see not, then do we with patience wait 
for it." As, therefore, we are saved, so we are made happy by 
hope. And as we do not as yet possess a present, but look for a 
future salvation, so is it with our happiness, and this “with pa- 
tience”; for we are encompassed with evils, which we ought pa- 
tiently to endure, until we come to the ineffable enjoyment of 
unmixed good; for there shall be no longer anything to endure. 
Salvation, such as it shall be in the world to come, shall itself be 
our final happiness. And this happiness these philosophers refuse 
to believe in, because they do not see it, and attempt to fabricate 
for themselves a happiness in this life, based upon a virtue which 
is as deceitful as it is proud... 

That where there is no true religion there are no true virtues: For 
though the soul may seem to rule the body admirably, and the 
reason the vices, if the soul and reason do not themselves obey 
God, as God has commanded them to serve Him, they have no 
proper authority over the body and the vices. For what kind of 
mistress of the body and the vices can that mind be which is 
ignorant of the true God, and which, instead of being subject to 
His authority, is prostituted to the corrupting influences of the 
most vicious demons? It is for this reason that the virtues which 
it seems to itself to possess, and by which it restrains the body 
and the vices that it may obtain and keep what it desires, are 
rather vices than virtues so long as there is no reference to God 
in the matter. For although some suppose that virtues which have 
a reference only to themselves, and are desired only on their own 
account, are yet true and genuine virtues, the fact is that even 
then they are inflated with pride, and are therefore to be reckoned 
vices rather than virtues. For as that which gives life to the flesh 
is not derived from flesh, but is above it, so that which gives 
blessed life to man is not derived from man, but is something 
above him; and what I say of man is true of every celestial power 
and virtue whatsoever. 


8. All men earnestly desire peace, but the misdirected methods of 
the City of Man fail to achieve it. Those who dwell in God's city 
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kw that peace is not achieved by war, but by love. Hence, all men 
should obey and teach the precepts of Jesus, “ Love God” and “ Love 
thy neighbor as thyself.” 


The whole use, then, of things temporal has a reference to this 
result of earthly peace in the earthly community, while in the 
city of God it is connected with eternal peace. And therefore, if 
we were irrational animals, we should desire nothing beyond the 
proper arrangement of the parts of the body and the satisfaction 
of the appetites — nothing, therefore, but bodily comfort and 
abundance of pleasures, that the peace of the body might con- 
tribute to the peace of the soul. For if bodily peace be awanting, 
a bar is put to the peace even of the irrational soul, since it can- 
not obtain the gratification of its appetites. And these two to- 
gether help out the mutual peace of soul and body, the peace of 

harmonious life and health. For as animals, by shunning pain, 
show that they love bodily peace, and, by pursuing pleasure to 
gratify their appetites, show that they love peace of soul, so 
their shrinking from death is a sufficient indication of their intense 
love of that peace which binds soul and body in close alliance. 
But, as man has a rational soul, he subordinates all this which 
he has in common with the beasts to the peace of his rational 
soul, that his intellect may have free play and may regulate his 
actions, and that he may thus enjoy the well-ordered harmony of 
knowledge and action which constitutes, as we have said, the 
peace of the rational soul. And for this purpose he must desire 
to be neither molested by pain, nor disturbed by desire, nor ex- 
tinguished by death, that he may arrive at some useful knowledge 
by which he may regulate his life and manners. But, owing to the 
liability of the human mind to fall into mistakes, this very pursuit 
of knowledge may be a snare to him unless he has a divine Master, 
whom he may obey without misgiving, and who may at the same 
time give him such help as to preserve his own freedom. And 
because so long as he is in this mortal body, he is a stranger to 
God, he walks by faith, not by sight; and he therefore refers all 
peace, bodily or spiritual or both, to that peace which mortal 
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man has with the immortal God, so that he exhibits the wl- 
ordered obedience of faith to eternal law. But as this divine Master 
inculcates two precepts, — the love of God and the love of our 
neighbour, — and as in these precepts a man finds three things he 
has to love, — God, himself, and his neighbour, — and that he 
who loves God loves himself thereby, it follows that he must 
endeavour to get his neighbour to love God, since he is ordered 
to love his neighbour as himself. He ought to make this endeavour 
in behalf of his wife, his children, his household, all within his 
reach, even as he would wish his neighbour to do the same for 
him if he needed it; and consequently he will be at peace, or in 
well-ordered concord, with all men as far as in him.lies. And this 
is the order of this concord, that a man, in the first place, injure 
no one, and, in the second, do good to every one he can reach. 


g. It is not possible to judge from a man’s earthly history whether 
he is blessed or not, for “in the mingled web of human affairs, God's 
judgment is present, though it cannot be discerned.” We must accept 
without complaint the knowledge that good men may suffer earthly 
misfortunes, while wicked men may enjoy life. 


In this present time we learn to bear with equanimity the ills 
to which even good men are subject, and to hold cheap the bless- 
ings which even the wicked enjoy. And consequently, even in 
those conditions of life in which the justice of God is not apparent, 
His teaching is salutary. For we do not know by what judgment 
of God this good man is poor and that bad man rich; why he who, 
in our opinion, ought to suffer acutely for his abandoned life 
enjoys himself, while sorrow pursues him whose praiseworthy 
life leads us to suppose he should be happy; why the innocent 
man is dismissed from the bar not only unavenged, but even con- 
demned, being either wronged by the iniquity of the judge, or 
overwhelmed by false evidence, while his guilty adversary, on 
the other hand, is not only discharged with impunity, but even 
has his claims admitted; why the ungodly enjoys good health, 
while the godly pines in sickness; why ruffians are of the soundest 
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constitution, while'they who could not hurt any one even with a 
word are from infancy afflicted with complicated disorders; why 
he who is useful to society is cut off by premature death, while 
those who, as it might seem, ought never to have been so much 
as born have lives of aia length; why he who is full of crimes 
is crowned with honours, while the blameless man is buried in 
the darkness of neglect. But who can collect or enumerate all the 
contrasts of this kind? But if this anomalous state of things were 
uniform in this life, in which, as the sacred Psalmist says, “Man 
is like to vanity, his days as a shadow that passeth away,” — so 
unjform that none but wicked men won the transitory prosperity 
of earth, while only the good suffered its ills, — this could be 
referred to the just and even benign judgment of God. We might 
«suppose that they who were not destined to obtain those ever- 
lasting benefits which constitute human blessedness wete either 
deluded by transitory blessings as the just reward of their wicked- 
ness, or were, in God's mercy, consoled by them, and that they 
who were not destined to suffer eternal torments were afflicted 
with temporal chastisement for their sins, or were stimulated to 
greater attainment in virtue. But now, as it is, since we not only 
see good men involved in the ills of life, and bad men enjoying 
the good of it, which seems unjust, but also that evil often over- 
takes evil men, and good surprises the good, the rather on this 
account are God’s judgments unsearchable, and His ways past 
finding out. Although, therefore, we do not know by what judg- 
ment these things are done or permitted to be done by God, 
with whom is the highest virtue, the highest wisdom, the highest 
justice, no infirmity, no rashness, no unrighteousness, yet it is 
salutary for us to learn to hold cheap such things, be they good 
or evil, as attach indifferently to good men and bad, and to covet 
those good things which belong only to good men, and flee those 
evils which belong only to evil men. But when we shall have 
come to that judgment, the date of which is called peculiarly the 
day of judgment, and sometimes the day of the Lord, we shall 
then recognize the justice of all God's judgments, not only of such 
as shall then be pronounced, but cf all which take effect from the 
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beginning, or may take effect before that time. And in that day 
we shall also recognise with what justice so many, or almost all, 
the just judgments of God in the present life defy the scrutiny of 
human sense or insight, though in this matter it is not concealed 
from pious minds that what is concealed is just.) 


10. The Last Judgment will be a day of reckoning where virtue and 
vice will be clearly seen and just reward and punishment meted out. 
The City of Man will be dissolved and its citizens condemned to 
eternal death. This is not the ordinary death in which the soul leaves 
the body, but a “second death,” in which God abandons the soul. 
While eternal punishment is a harsh judgment, the enormity of man’s 
sin merits it. But God in His goodness is not only just, but also 
merciful, for He sent to man His only Son through whom the citizens 
of the City of God are saved. 


Of the greatness of the first transgression, on account of which 
eternal punishment is due to all who are not within the pale of the 
Saviour’s grace: But eternal punishment seems hard and unjust 
to human perceptions, because in the weakness of our mortal 
condition there is wanting that highest and purest wisdom by 
which it can be perceived how great a wickedness was committed 
in that first transgression. The more enjoyment man found in God, 
the greater was his wickedness in abandoning Him; and he who 
destroyed in himself a good which might have been eternal, be- 
came worthy of eternal evil. Hence the whole mass of the human 
race is condemned; for he who at first gave entrance to sin has 
been punished with all his posterity who were in him as in a root, 
so that no one is exempt from this just and due punishment, unless 
delivered by mercy and undeserved grace; and the human race is 
so apportioned that in some is displayed the efficacy of merciful 
grace, in the rest the efficacy of just retribution. . . . 

That everything which the grace of God does in the way of rescuing 
us from the inveterate evils in which we are sunk, pertains to the 
Suture world, in which all things are made new: Nevertheless, in 
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the “heavy yoke that is laid upon the sons of Adam, from the 
day that they go out of their mother’s womb to the day that they 
return to the mother of all things,” there is found an admirable 
though painful monitor teaching us to be sober-minded, and con- 
vincing us that this life has become penal in consequence of that 
outrageous wickedness which was perpetrated in Paradise, and 
that all to which the New Testament invites belongs to that future 
inheritance which awaits us in the world to come, and is offered 
for our acceptance, as the earnest that we may, in its own due 
time, obtain that of which it is the pledge. Now, therefore, let us 
walk in hope, and let us by the spirit mortify the deeds of the 
flesh, and so make progress from day to day. For “the Lord 

„knoweth them that are His”; and “as many as are led by the 
Spirit of God, they are sons of God,” but by grace, not by nature. 
For there is but one Son of God by nature, who in His compassion 
became Son of man for our sakes, that we, by nature sons of men, 
might by grace become through Him sons of God. For He, abiding 
unchangeable, took upon Him our nature, that thereby He might 
take us to Himself; and, holding fast His own divinity, He became 
partaker of our infirmity, that we, being changed into some better 
thing, might, by participating in His righteousness and immortal- 
ity, lose our own properties of sin and mortality, and preserve 
whatever good quality He. had implanted in our nature, perfected 
now by sharing in the goodness of His nature. For as by the sin of 
one man we have fallen into a misery so deplorable, so by the 
righteousness of one Man, who also is God, shall we come to a 
blessedness inconceivably exalted. Nor ought any one to trust 
that he has passed from the one man to the other until he shall 
have reached that place where there is no temptation, and have 
entered into the peace which he seeks in the many and various 
conflicts of this war, in which “the flesh lustcth against the spirit, 
and the spirit against the flesh.” * 


II. The final vision of God, permitted to those who have lived in 
righteousness and been blessed with God's grace, is “the reward of 


our faith.” 
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Of the beatific vision: And now let us consider, with such ability 
as God may vouchsafe, how the saints shall be employed when 
they are clothed in immortal and spiritual bodies, and when the 
flesh shall live no longer in a fleshly but a spiritual fashion. And 
indeed, to tell the truth, I am at a loss to understand the nature 
of that employment, or, shall I rather say, repose and ease, for 
it has never come within the range of my bodily senses. And if I 
should speak of my mind or understanding, what is our under- 
standing in comparison of its excellence? For then shall be that 
“peace of God which,” as the apostle says, “‘passeth all under- 
standing,” — that is to say, all human, and perhaps all angelic 
understanding, but certainly not the divine. That it passeth ours 
there is no doubt; but if it passeth that of the angels, — and he 
who says ''a// understanding" seems to make no exception in 
their favour, — then we must understand him to mean that neither 
we nor the angels can understand, as God understands, the peace 
which God Himself enjoys. Doubtless this passeth all understand- 
ing but His own. But as we shall one day be made to participate, 
according to our slender capacity, in His peace, both in ourselves, 
and with our neighbour, and with God our chief good, in this 
respect the angels understand the peace of God in their own 
measure, and men too, though now far behind them, whatever 
spiritual advance they have made. For we must remember how 
great a man he [Saint Paul] was who said, “We know in part, 
and we prophesy in part, until that which is perfect is come”; 
and “Now we see through a glass, darkly; but then face to face." 

Of the eternal felicity of the city of God, and of the perpetual Sab- 
bath: How great shall be that felicity, which shall be tainted with 
no evil, which shall lack no good, and which shall afford leisure 
for the praises of God, who shall be all in all! For I know not what 
other employment there can be where no lassitude shall slacken 
activity, nor any want stimulate to labour. 1 am admonished 
also by the sacred song, in which I read or hear the words, 
* Blessed are they that dwell in Thy house, O Lord; they will be 
still praising Thee.” All the members and organs of the incor- 
ruptible body, which now we see to be suited to various necessary 
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uses, shall contribute to the praises of God; for in that life neces- 
sity shall have no place, but full, certain, secure, everlasting 
felicity. For all those parts of the bodily harmony, which are dis- 
tributed through the whole body, within and without, and of 
which I have just been saying that they at present elude our 
observation, shall then be discerned; and, along with the other 
great and marvellous discoveries which shall then kindle rational 
minds in praise of the great Artificer, there shall be the enjoyment 
of a beauty which appeals to the reason. What power of movement 
such bodies shall possess, I have not the audacity rashly to define, 
as I have not the ability to conceive. Nevertheless I will say that 
in any case, both in motion and at rest, they shall be, as in their 
appearance, seemly; for into that state nothing which is unseemly 
shall be admitted. One thing is certain, the body shall forthwith 
‘be wherever the spirit wills, and the spirit shall will nothing which 
is unbecoming either to the spirit or to the body. True honour 
shall be there, for it shall be denied to none who is worthy, nor 
yielded to any unworthy; neither shall any unworthy person so 
much as sue for it, for none but the worthy shall be there. True 
peace shall be there, where no one shall suffer opposition either 
from himself or any other. God Himself, who is the Author of 
virtue, shall there be its reward; for, as there is nothing greater 
or better, He has promised Himself. What else was meant by His 
word through the prophet, “I will be your God, and ye shall be 
my people,” than, I shall be their satisfaction, I shall be all that 
men honourably desire, —life, and health, and nourishment, and 
plenty, and glory, and honour, and peace, and all good things? 
This, too, is the right interpretation of the saying of the apostle, 
“That God'may be all in all.” He shall be the end of our desires 
who shall be seen without end, loved without cloy, praised without 
weariness. This outgoing of affection, this employment, shall cer- 
tainly be, like eternal life itself, common to all. 

But who can conceive, not to say describe, what degrees of 
honour and glory shall be awarded to the various degrees of 
merit? Yet it cannot be doubted that there shall be degrees. And 
in that blessed city there shall be this great blessing, that no 
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inferior shall envy any superior, as now the archangels are ot 
envied by the angels, because no one will wish to be what he has 
not received, though bound in strictest concord with him who 
has received; as in the body the finger does not seek to-be the 
eye, though both members are harmoniously included in the 
complete structure of the body. And thus, along with his gift, 
greater or less, each shall receive this further gift of contentment 
to desire no more than he has.! 


» 


12. His vast description of the cities of God and of Man com- 
pleted, Saint Augustine expresses the hope that he has communicated 
the meaning of the love of God through giving a true account of the 
true religion. 


Since, then, the supreme good of the city of God is perfect and ^ 
eternal peace, not such as mortals pass into and out of by birth 
and death, but the peace of freedom from all evil, in which the 
immortals ever abide, who can deny that that future life is most 
blessed, or that, in comparison with it, this life which now we 
live is most wretched, be it filled with all blessings of body and 
soul and external things? And yet,.if any man uses this life with 
a reference to that other which he ardently loves and confidently 
hopes for, he may well be called even now blessed, though not 
in reality so much as in hope. But the actual possession of the 
happiness of this life, without the hope of what is beyond, is but 
a false happiness and profound misery. For the true blessings of 
the soul are not now enjoyed; for that is no true wisdom which 
does not direct all its prudent observations, manly actions, virtu- 
ous self-restraint, and just arrangements, to that end in which 
God shall be all and all in a secure eternity and perfect peace. . . . 

There we shall rest and see, see and love, love and praise. This 
is what shall be in the end without end. For what other end do 
we propose to ourselves than to attain to the kingdom of which 
there is no end? 

I think I have now, by God's help, discharged my obligation in 
writing this large work. Let those who think I have said too little, 
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or those who think I have said too much, forgive me; and let 
those who think I have said just enough join me in giving thanks 
to God. Amen.™ 


. 


Questions 


1. Describe the Christian conception of God’s nature and the nature 
of man. In Saint Augustine’s ethical theory, what can be done by 
God and what by man himself to realize the Christian ideal? 

2. What does Saint Augustine mean when he speaks of “the love of 
God”? What place does it occupy in his ethical theory? 

3. What is the “problem of evil,” and to what extent do Saint Augus- 
tine’s definitions of good and evil resolve the paradox? 

4. Discuss the principal differences between citizens of the “City of 
God” and citizens of the “City of Man.” What place, if any, may 
be assigned to time and space in distinguishing the two cities? 

5. How can knowledge assist a man to pass from the City of Man to 
the City of God? Is there any clear sign, in a man’s personal history, 
of his future reward or punishment? 

6. Why does Saint Augustine reject the philosophic enterprise as an 
end in itself? What does he regard as the correct use of reason? 

7. Compare the Christian virtues with the Greek virtues, and discuss 
Saint Augustine’s attitude towards the latter. 

8. Explain the concept of “Judgment Day.” How do God’s grace and 
Jesus’ role as man’s Savior affect the outcome of the Last Judgment? 

9. Discuss Saint Augustine’s conception of the “vision of God” as the 
ultimate reward of faith. Explain the significance, in this connection, 
of Saint Paul's phrase, “Now we see through a glass darkly, but 
then face to face." 

10. From a review of the principal elements of Saint Augustine’s ethical 
theory, reconstruct his theory of the relative roles of faith and 
knowledge in the achievement of the good life, 
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SELF-INTEREST 


Thomas Hobbes 


I homas Hobbes (1588-1679) was born in Malmesbury, 
England, of poor and uneducated parents. Because he was preco- 
cious, however, his uncle provided the financial assistance needed 
to send him to Oxford University. There, finding the curriculum 
of scholastic logic boring and Aristotelian physics confusing and 
irksome, he devoted much of his time to independent reading of 
literary classics. Upon graduation in 1608, Hobbes was selected as 
a tutor for the young son of the Cavendish family, a family to 
which he was attached for almost the whole of his life. In this 
capacity, he had sufficient time to reflect, travel, and to become 
acquainted with such outstanding contemporary philosophers and 
scientists as Galileo, Bacon, Kepler, and Descartes. 

It is reported that at the age of forty, quite by chance, Hobbes 
became enamored of the deductive certainty of mathematics. 
“Being in a gentleman’s library, Euclid’s Elements lay open, and 
*twas the forty-seventh [theorem of Book 1]. He read the propo- 
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important political treatise, De Cive (On the State) in 1642, and 
his major philosophical work, Leviathan, in 1651. 


been said of Hobbes, “He has read much, if one considers his 
long life; but-his contemplation was much more than his reading. 
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. o 
Historically, Thomas*Hobbes is the first philosopher to apply 
systematically the basic assumptions of seventeenth-century 
science to human behavior. Impressed with the advance in “nat- 
ural philosophy” achieved by Copernicus in astronomy, Galileo 
in physics, and Harvey in physiology, Hobbes attempts to obtain 
comparable results in the other divisions of philosophy.’ He en- 
visions a unification of all the branches of philosophy, the study 
of physical bodies, the study of living bodies, and the study of 
political bodies. Convinced that the key to the success of physics 
resided in its underlying assumption of mechanistic materialism — 
the view that everything is ultimately reducible to material 
bodies in motion — Hobbes extends this doctrine to psychology 
and to political and moral philosophy. He insists that although 
the several sciences investigate different subject matters, the basic 

_ laws of each describe the motions of bodies. 

Hobbes' moral philosophy is directly related to his psychologi- 
cal theory, in which he constructs his mechanistic conception of 
motivation. He opposes the prevailing notion of his time that the 
mind and body are different substances, maintaining that mental 
phenomena are nothing but physiological motions. The thorough- 
going nature of his psychology comes out most forcibly in his 
mechanistic analysis of voluntary actions. These he traces to a 
variety of “animal motions," which he calls ezdeavors, i.e., pre- 
dispositions to act in a certain direction. Endeavors are me- 
chanically initiated by sensory stimuli, augmented by the action 
of imagination and memory, and guided by a calculated appraisal 
of the situation. The most important kinds of endeavors are 
desires and aversions. Desires move one to pursue objects, and 
aversions move one to avoid objects. Endeavors are not only the 
chief determinants of behavior, but they are also the basis of 
evaluations. 

Evaluating objects or actions as good or evil depends, Hobbes 
insists, upon no other basis than desires and aversions. No objects 


1“ Philosophy” was for some time used interchangeably with "knowledge" or “‘sci- 
ence." For example, physics was referred to as one of the branches of natural philosophy, 
and psychology and ethics were included under mora! philosophy. 
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or actions are intrinsically good, i.e. good by their’ very natyre. 
Rather, men call “good” the objects of their desires, whereas th ey 
call “evil” the objects of their aversions. Therefore, evaluations 
are transient and relative to the individual. Values are transient, 
because the desire for an object may change to indifference or 
even to aversion: what is good on one occasion may on another be 
ethically neutral or even evil. Values are relative to the individual, 
because one person may love an object to which a second is indif- 
ferent and which a third may hate: the same object is then simul- 
taneously good, neutral, and evil. 

Another feature of Hobbes’ psychological theory which reflects 
his mechanistic materialism is his conception of human nature as 
completely and exclusively egoistic. He depicts men as being by 
nature entirely selfish and devoid of any genuine feelings of sym- 
pathy, benevolence, or sociability. Each individual is preoccupied | 
exclusively with the gratification of his own desires, and his success 
in maintaining a continuous flow of gratifications is the measure 
of his happiness. The means for attaining the objects of desire 
Hobbes calls “power.” He maintains that in a natural state, men 
are approximately equal in their mental and physical powers. 
Under these conditions, intense competition eliminates virtually 
all chances for an individual to achieve happiness and, what is 
more serious, threatens his very survival. 

Hobbes believes that reason points to voluntary collective or- 
ganization as the most effective way for individuals to utilize 
their powers. When a person's right to do whatever will satisfy 
his desires is deputed to a central governing authority, the con- 
ditions requisite to his survival and happiness are provided. Each 
individual asserts in effect: “I authorize, and give up my right of 
governing myself, to this man or to this assembly of men, on this 
condition, that thou give up thy right and authorize all his actions 
in like manner." It is through a “social contract” that the state 
of nature is transformed into a civil society: 


A commonwealth is said to be instituted when a multitude of men do agree, 
and covenant, every one, with everyone, that to whatsoever man, or as- 
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sembly of men, shall be given by the major part, the right to present the 
person of them all, that is to say, to be their representative; everyone, as 
well he that voted for it, as he that voted against it, shall authorize all the 
actions and judgments, of that man, or assembly of men, in the same 
manner, as if they were his own, to the end, to live peaceably amongst 
themselves, and be protected against other men.* 


With the establishment of the commonwealth through the so- 
cial contract, Hobbes tells us, the necessary and sufficient condi- 
tion for moral obligation is present. Whatever is in accordance 
with the law of the sovereign is right, whereas that which deviates 
from it is wrong. Hobbes thus establishes civi? authority and law 
as the foundation of morality. He is arguing that morality requires 
social authority, which must be in the hands of the sovereign. 
The will of a sovereign power whose authority is absolute and 
indivisible constitutes the only law by which man’s behavior can 
be properly regulated. Morality, then, is based upon law — the 
law of the absolute sovereign. Only with the institution of a gov- 
ernment which can reward right action and punish wrongdoing is 
moral conduct possible. For, without a civil authority, it would be 
foolish and dangerous to follow the precepts of morality, whereas 
with it, morality turns out to be the "dictate of reason." In 
the last analysis, men are moral only because it is conducive to 
individual security, and the prime condition of security is absolute 
civil power. 


1. The elements of Hobbes’ psychological theory art presented in a 
set of principles which govern the various “motions” of the human 
mind. 

There be in animals, two sorts of motions peculiar to them: one 
called vital; begun in generation, and continued without inter- 
ruption through their whole life; such as are the course of the //ood, 
the pulse, the breathing, the concoction, nutrition, excretion, etc. 
to which motions there needs no help of imagination: the other 
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a 
is animal motion, otherwise called voluntary motion; as to go, to 
Speak, to move any of our limbs, in such manner as is first fancied 
in our minds. That sense is motion in the organs and interior 
parts of man’s body, caused by the action of the things we see, 
hear, etc.; and that fancy is but the relics of the same motion, 
remaining after sense, has been already said in the first and second 
chapters. And because going, speaking, and the like voluntary 
motions, depend always upon a precedent thought of whither, 
which way, and what; it is evident, that the imagination is the first 
internal beginning of all voluntary motion. And although un- 
studied men do not conceive any motion at all to be there, where 
the thing moved is invisible; or the space it is moved in is, for 
the shortness of it, insensible; yet that doth not hinder, but that 
such motions are. For let a space be never so little, that which is 
moved over a greater space, whereof that little one is part, must . 
first be moved over that. These small beginnings of motion, within 
the body of man, before they appear in walking, speaking, strik- 
ing, and other visible actions, are commonly called ENDEAV- 
OUR. 

This endeavour, when it is toward something which causes it, 
is called APPETITE, or DESIRE; the latter, being the general 
name; and the other oftentimes restrained to signify the desire 
of food, namely Aunger and thirst. And when the endeavour is 
fromward something, if is generally called AVERSION. These 
words, appetite and aversion, we have from the Latins; and they 
both of them signify the motions, one of approaching, the other 
of retiring . . . For nature itself does often press upon men those 
truths, which afterwards, when they look for somewhat beyond 
nature, they stumble at. For the Schools find in mere appetite to 
8o, or move, no actual motion at all: but because some motion 
they must acknowledge, they call it metaphorical motion; which 
is but an absurd speech: for though words may be called meta- 
phorical; bodies and motions can not. 

That which men desire, they are also said to LOVE: and to 
HATE those things for which they have aversion. So that desire 
and love are the same thing; save that by desire, we always 

138 


i 

1 
1 
| 


@ 


F THOMAS HOBBES 


9 


signify the absence of the object; by love, most commonly the 
presence of the same. So also by aversion, we signify the absence; 
and by hate, the presence of the object. 

Of appetites and aversions, some are born with men; as appetite 
of food, appetite of excretion, and exoneration, which may also 
and more properly be called aversions, from somewhat they feel 
in their bodies; and some other appetites, not many. The rest, 
which are appetites of particular things, proceed from experience, 
and trial of their effects upon themselves or other men. For of 
things we know not at all, or believe not to be, we can have no 
further desire, than to taste and try. But aversion we have for 
things, not only which we know have hurt us, but also that we do 
not know whether they will hurt us, or not. 

» Those things which we neither desire, nor hate, we are said to 
contemn; CONTEMPT being nothing else but an immobility, or 
contumacy of the heart, in resisting the action of certain things; 
and proceeding from that the heart is already moved otherwise, 
by other more potent objects; or from want of experience of them. 

And because the constitution of a man’s body is in continual 
mutation, it is impossible that all the same things should always 
cause in him the same appetites, and aversions: much less can all 
men, consent, in the desire of almost any one and the same 
object. 


2. Hobbes interprets the traditional ethical concepts, “good” and 
“evil,” in terms of this mechanistic psychological theory. 


But whatsoever is the object of any man’s appetite or desire, 
that is it which he for his part calleth good: and the object of his 
hate and aversion, evi/; and of his contempt, vile and inconsid- 
erable. For these words of good, evil, and contemptible, are ever 
used with relation to the person that useth them: there being 
nothing simply arid absolutely so; nor any common rule of good 
and evil, to be taken from the nature of the objects themselves. 


J. For man in a pre-social state, the desires and aversions which 
underlie his judgments of good and evil are directed towards his 
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primary objective, self-preservation. Continual success in preserving 
oneself, Hobbes terms “felicity” or “happiness.” Ve arious objects of 
desire, i.e., goods such as friendship, riches, and intelligence, pro- 
mote this felicity. Friends are good because they come to our defense 
when we are in difficulties; riches are good because they buy the allies 
we need for our security; intelligence is good because it alerts us to 
danger. 

When the objects of desire are examined from the point of view of 
effectiveness in promoting felicity, they are termed “powers.” Hobbes 
ascribes to men in their natural state a general tendency to “a per- 
petual and restless desire of power after pawer that ceaseth. only in 


death." When several men desire the same object, enmity arises; 


and because nature endows men equally with the various mental and 
physical powers, the. confidence which each one feels in his ability 
intensifies the likelihood of conflict. 


Nature hath made men so equal, in the faculties of the body, 
and mind; as that though there be found one man sometimes 
manifestly stronger in body, or of quicker mind than another; 
yet when all is reckoned together, the difference between man, 
and man, is not so considerable, as that one man can thereupon 
claim to himself any benefit, to which another may not pretend, 
as well as he. For as to the strength of body, the weakest has 
strength enough to kill the strongest, either by secret machina- 
tion, or by confederacy with others, that are in the same danger 
with himself. : 

And as to the faculties of the mind, setting aside the arts 
grounded upon words, and especially that skill of proceeding upon 
general, and infallible rules, called science; which very few have, 
and but in few things; as being not a native faculty, born with us; 
nor attained, as prudence, while we look after somewhat else; I 
find yet a greater equality amongst men, than that of strength. 
For prudence, is but experience; which equal time, equally be- 
stows on all men, in those things they equally apply themselves 
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unto. That which may perhaps make such equality incredible, is 
but a vain conceit of one’s own wisdom, which almost all men 
think they have in a greater degree, than the vulgar; that is, 
than all men but themselves, and a few others, whom by fame, 
or for concurring with themselves, they approve. For such is the 
nature of men, that howsoever they may acknowledge many others 
to be more witty, or more eloquent, or more learned; yet they will 
hardly believe there be many so wise as themselves; for they see 
their own wit at hand, and other men’s at a distance. But this 
proveth rather that men are in that point equal, than unequal. 
For there is not ordinarily a greater sign of the equal distribution 
of any thing, than that every man is contented with his share. 
From this equality of ability, ariseth equality of hope in the 
attaining of our ends. And therefore if any two men desire the 


„same thing, which nevertheless they cannot both enjoy, they be- 


come enemies; and in the way to their end, which is principally 
their own conservation, and sometimes their delectation .only, 
endeavour to destroy, or subdue one another. And from hence it 
comes to pass, that where an invader hath no more to fear, than 
another man’s single power; if one plant, sow, build, or possess a 
convenient seat, others may probably be expected to come pre- 
pared with forces united, to dispossess, and deprive him, not only 
of the fruit of his labour, but also of his life, or liberty. And the 
invader again is in the like danger of another. 

And from this diffidence of one another, there is no way for any 
man to secure himself, so reasonable, as anticipation; that is, 
by force, or wiles, to master. the persons of all men he can, so 
long, till he see no other power great enough to endanger him: 
and this is no more than his own conservation requireth, and is 
generally allowed. Also because there be some, that taking pleas- 
ure in contemplating their own power in the acts of conquest, 
which they pursue fartl.er than their security requires; if others, 
that otherwise would be glad to be at ease within modest bounds, 
should not by invasion increase their power, they would not be 
able, long time, by standing only on their defence, to subsist. 
And by consequence, such augmentation of dominion over men 
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being necessary to a man's conservation, it ought to be allowed 
him. 

Again, men have no pleasure, but on the contrary a great deal 
of grief, in keeping company, where there is no power able to 
over-awe them all. For every man looketh that his companion 
should value him, at the same rate he sets upon himself: and 
upon all signs of contempt, or undervaluing, naturally endeavours, 
as far as he dares, (which amongst them that have no common 
power to keep them in quiet, is far enough to make them destroy 
each other), to extort a greater value from his contemners, by 
damage; and from others, by the example. 


4. From his examination of the contentiousness of men. in the 
absence of political organization, Hobbes discovers three sources of 
controversy in human mature. The natural condition of man, he 
says, is universal war. He does not claim that the * state of nature" 
actually existed historically; rather, it exists in any time or place 
where civil society is not functioning. 


So that in the nature of man, we find three principal causes of 
quarrel. First, competition; secondly, diffidence; thirdly, glory. 

The first, maketh men invade for gain; the second, for safety; 
and the third, for reputation. The first use violence, to make them- 
selves masters of other men’s persons, wives, children, and cattle; 
the second, to defend them; the third, for trifles, as a word, a 
smile, a different opinion, and any other sign of undervalue, either 
direct in their persons, or by reflection in their kindred, their 
friends, their nation, their profession, or their name. 

Hereby it is manifest, that during the time men live without a 
common power to keep them all in awe, they are in that condition 
which is called war; and such a war, as is of every man, against 
every man. For WAR, consisteth not in battle only, or the act of 
fighting; but in a tract of time, wherein the will to contend by 
battle is sufficiently known: and therefore the notion of time, is 
to be considered in the nature of war; as it is in the nature of 
weather. For as the nature of foul weather, lieth not in a shower 
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or two of rain; but in an inclination thereto of many days to- 
gether: so the nature of war, consisteth not in actual fighting; 


Whatsoever therefore is consequent to a time of war, where 
every man is enemy to every man; the same is consequent to the 
time, wherein men live without other security, than what their 
own strength, and their own invention shall furnish them withal. 
In such condition, there is no place for industry; because the fruit 
thereof is uncertain: and consequently no culture of the.earth 


by sea; no commodious building; no instruments of moving, and 
removing, such things as require much force; no knowledge of the 
face of the earth; no account of time; no arts; no letters; no so- 
ciety; and which is worst of all, continual fear, and danger of 
violent death; and the life of man, solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, 
and short. ... 

It may peradventure be thought, there was never such a time, 
nor condition of war as this; and I believe it was never generally 
so, over all the world: but there are many places, where they live 
so now. For the savage people in many places of America, except 
the government of small families, the concord whereof dependeth 
on natural lust, have no government at all; and live at this day 
in that brutish manner, as I said before. Howsoever, it may be 
perceived what manner of life there would be, where there were 
no common power to fear, by the manner of life, which men that 
have formerly lived under a peaceful government, use to degen- 
erate into, in a civil war. 

But though there had never been any time, wherein particular 
men were in a condition of war one against another; yet in all 
times, kings, and persons of sovereign authority, because of their 
independency, are in continual jealousies, and in the state and 
posture of gladiators; having their weapons pointing, and their eyes 
fixed on one another; that is, their forts, garrisons, and guns upon 
the frontiers of their kingdoms; and continual spies upon their 
neighbours; which is a posture of war. But because they uphold 
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thereby, the industry of their subjects; there does not follow from 
it, that misery, which accompanies the liberty of particular nfen.° 


5. Hobbes argues that society originates out of self-interest and 
fear, not out of natural feeling for one’s fellow man. He defends as 
natural and reasonable the interest each man takes in his own welfare 
and happiness. In a state of nature, the first and only rule of life is 
self-protection, and men have a natural right to do anything which 
serves this end. 


. . . All society therefore is either for gain, or for glory; that is, 
not so much for love of our fellows, as for the love of ourselves. 
But no society can be great or lasting, which begins from vain 
glory. Because that glory is like honour; if all men have it no 
man hath it, for they consist in comparison and precellence. 
Neither doth the society of others advance any whit the cause of 
my glorying in myself; for every man must account himself, such 
as he can make himself without the help of others. But though the 
benefits of this life may be much furthered by mutual help; since 
yet those may be better attained to by dominion than by the 
society of others, I hope no body will doubt, but that men would 
much more greedily be carried by nature, if all fear were removed, 
to obtain dominion, than to gain society. We must therefore re- 
solve, that the original of all great and lasting societies consisted 
not in the mutual good will men had towards each other, but in 
the mutual fear they had of each other. 

The cause of mutual fear consists partly in the natural equality 
of men, partly in their mutual will of hurting: whence it comes to 
pass, that we can neither expect ‘from others, nor promise to our- 
selves the least security. For if we look on men full-grown, and 
consider how brittle the frame of our human body is, which 
perishing, all its strength, vigour, and wisdom itself perisheth 
with it; and how easy a matter it is, even for the weakest man to 
kill the strongest: there is no reason why any man, trusting to 
his own strength, should conceive himself made by nature above - 
others. They are equals, who can do equal things one against the - 
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other; but they who can do the greatest things, namely, kill, 
can do equal things. All men therefore among themselves are by 
nature equal; the inequality we now discern, hath its spring from 
the civil law. . . . 

Ampng so many dangers therefore, as the natural lusts of men 
do daily threaten each other withal, to have a care of one’s self 
is so far from being a matter scornfully to be looked upon, that 


evil, but chiefly the chiefest of natural evils, which is death; and 
this he doth by a certain impulsion of nature, no less than that 
whereby a stone moves downward. It is therefore neither absurd 
nor reprehensible, neither against the dictates of true reason, for 
a man to use all his endeavours to Preserve and defend his body 
and the members thereof from death and sorrows. But that which 
is not contrary to right reason, that all men account to be done 
justly, and with right. Neither by the word right is anything else 
signified, than that liberty which every man hath to make use 
of his natural faculties according to right reason. Therefore the 
first foundation of natural right is this, that every man as much as 
in him lies endeavour to protect his life and members. 

But because it is in vain for a man to have a right to the end, 
if the right to the necessary means be denied him, it follows, that 
since every man hath a right to preserve himself, he must also 
be allowed a right £o use all the means, and do all the actions, without 
which he cannot preserve himself. 

Now whether the means which he is about to use, and the action 
he is performing, be necessary to the preservation of his life and 
members or not, he himself, by the right of nature, must be judge. 
For if it be contrary to right reason that I should judge of mine 
own peril, say, that another man is judge. Why now, because he 
judgeth of what concerns me, by the same reason, because we 
are equal by nature, will I judge also of things which do belong 
to him. Therefore it agrees with right reason, that is, it is the 
right of nature that I judge of his opinion, that is, whether it 
conduce to my preservation or not. 
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Nature hath given to every one a right to all; that is, it was lawful 
for every man, in the bare state of nature, or before such time as 
men had engaged themselves by any covenants or bonds, to do 
what he would, and against whom he thought fit, and to possess, 
use, and enjoy all what he would, or could get. Now because what- 
soever a man would, it therefore seems good to him because he 
wills it, and either it really doth, or at least seems to him to con- 
tribute towards his preservation, (but we have already allowed 
him to be judge, in the foregoing article, whether it doth or not, 
insomuch as we are to hold all for necessary whatsoever he shall 
esteem so), and... it appears that by the right of nature those 
things may be done, and must be had, which necessarily conduce 
to the protection of life and members, it follows, that in the state 
of nature, to have all, and do all, is lawful for all. And this is that 
which is meant by that common saying, nature hath given all to all. 
From whence we understand likewise, that in the state of nature 
profit is the measure of right. 

But it was the least benefit for men thus to have a common 
right to all things. For the effects of this right are the same, al- 
most, as if there had been no right at all. For although any man 
might say of every thing, this is mine, yet could he not enjoy it, 
by reason of his neighbour, who having equal right and equal 
power, would pretend the same thing to be his. 

If now to this natural proclivity of men, to hurt each other, 
which they derive from their passions, but chiefly from a vain 
esteem of themselves, you add, the right of all to all, wherewith 
one by right invades, the other by right resists, and whence arise 
perpetual jealousies and suspicions on all hands, and how hard 
a thing it is to provide against an enemy invading us with an 
intention to oppress and ruin,. though he come with a small 
number, and no great provision; it cannot be denied but that 
the natural state of men, before they entered into society, was 
a mere war, and that not simply, but a war of all men against 
all men. For what is WAR, but that same time in which the 
will of contesting by force is fully declared, either by words or 
deeds? f 
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6. Defending himself against the possible charge of cynicism, 
Hobbes hows that there are no grounds for objections against self- 
interested action in the natural state. Social relations are not derived 
from the original nature of man, but are artificially created. In point 
of fact, society is only a means to the furthering of each individual's 
interests and happiness. Moreover, Hobbes maintains, the concept 
of moral obligation has neither meaning nor application in the state 
of nature. Rather, the basic moral concepts, right and wrong, just 
and unjust, arise concomitantly with the establishment of a civil 


Society. 


It may seem strange to some man, that has not well weighed 
these things; that nature should thus dissociate, and render men 
«apt to invade, and destroy one another: and he may therefore, not 
trusting to this inference, made from the passions, desire perhaps 
to have the same confirmed by experience. Let him therefore 
consider with himself, when taking a journey, he arms himself, and 
seeks to go well accompanied; when going to sleep, he locks his 
doors; when even in his house he locks his chests; and this when 
he knows there be laws, and public officers, armed, to revenge all 
injuries shall be done him; what opinion he has of his fellow- 
subjects, when he rides armed; of his fellow citizens, when he 
locks his deors; and of his children, and servants, when he locks 
his chests. Does he not there as much accuse mankind by his 
actions, as I do by my words? But neither of us accuse man's 
nature in it. The desires, and other passions of man, are in them- 
selves no sin. No more are the actions, that proceed from those 
passions, till they know a law that forbids them: which till laws 
be made they cannot know: nor can any law be made, till they 
have agreed upon the person that shall make it. . . . 

To this war of every man, against every man; this also is con- 
sequent; that nothing can be unjust. The notions of right and 
wrong, justice and injustice have there no place. Where there is no 
common power, there is no law: where no law, no injustice. Force, 
and fraud, are in war the two cardinal virtues. Justice, and 
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injustice are none of the faculties neither of the body, nor mihd. 
If they were, they might be in a man that were alone in the world, 
as well as his senses, and passions. They are qualities, that relate 
to men in society, not in solitude. It is consequent also to the 
same condition, that there be no propriety, no dominion, no mine 
and thine distinct; but only that to be every man’s, that ht can 
get; and for so long, as he can keep it. And thus much for the ill 
condition, which man by mere nature is actually placed in; though 
with a possibility to come out of it, consisting partly in the pas- 
sions, partly in his reason. 

The passions that incline men to peace, are fear of death; desire 
of such things as are necessary to commodious living; and a hope 
by their industry to obtain them. And reason suggesteth con- 
venient articles of peace, upon which men may be drawn to agree- 
ment. These articles, are they, which otherwise are called the? 
Laws of Nature.* 

7- The termination of the perpetual warfare of the state of nature 
is brought about through the instrumentality of reason. First, an 
individual becomes aware, through rational deliberation, of his need 
for security. Second, reason discovers those precepts or “laws of 
nature" by which peace may be realized. 


A LAW OF NATURE, /ex naturalis, is a precept or general 
rule, found out by reason, by which a man is forbidden to do that, 
which is destructive of his life, or taketh away the means of pre- 
serving the same; and to omit that, by which he thinketh it may 
be best preserved. For though they that speak of this subject, use 
to confound jus, and /ex, right and Jaw: yet they ought to be dis- 
tinguished; because. RIGHT, consisteth in liberty to do, or to 
forbear; whereas LAW, determineth, and bindeth to one of them: 
so that law, and right, differ as much, as obligation, and liberty; 
which in one and the same matter are inconsistent. 

And because the condition of man, as hath been declared in the 
precedent chapter, is a condition of war of every one against 
every one: in which case every one is governed by his own reason; 
and there is nothing he can make use of, that may not be a help 
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unto him, in preserving his life against his enemies; it followeth, 
that in such a condition, every man has a right to every thing; 
even to one another’s body. And therefore, as long as this natural 
right,of every man to every thing endureth, there can be no se- 
curity to any man, how strong or wise soever he be, of living out 
the time, which nature ordinarily alloweth men to live. And 
consequently it is a precept, or general rule of reason, that every 
man, ought to endeavour peace, as far as he has hope of obtaining it; 
and when he cannot obtain it, that he may seek, and use, all helps, 
and advantages of war. The first branch of which rule, containeth 
the first, and fundamental law of nature; which is, fo seek peace, 
and follow it. The second, the sum of the right of nature; which is, 
by all means we can, to defend ourselves. 

From this fundamental law of nature, by which men are com- 
manded to endeavour peace, is derived this second law; that a 
man be willing, when others are so too, as far-forth, as for peace, 
and defence of himself he shall think it necessary, to lay down this 
right to all things; and be contented with so much liberty against other 
men, as he would allow other men against himself. For as long as 
every man holdeth this right, of doing any thing he liketh; so 
long are all men in the condition of war. But if other men will 
not lay down their right, as well as he; then there is no reason for 
any one, to divest himself of his: for that were to expose himself 
to prey, which no man is bound to, rather than to dispose himself 
to peace... 

Right is laid aside, either by simply renouncing it; or by trans- 
ferring it to another. By simply RENOUNCING; when he cares 
not to whom the benefit thereof redoundeth. By TRANSFER- 
RING; when he intendeth the benefit thereof to some certain per- 
son, or persons. And when aman hath in either manner abandoned, 
or granted away his right; then is he said to be OBLIGED, or 
BOUND, not to hinder those, to whom such right is granted, or 
abandoned, from the benefit of it: and that he ought, and it is 
his DUTY, not to make void that voluntary act of his own: and 
that such hindrance is INJUSTICE, and INJURY, as being sine 
jure; the right being before renounced, or transferred. So that 
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injury, or injustice, in the controversies of the world, is somewhat 
like to that, which in the disputations of scholars is called aé- 
surdity. For as it is there called an absurdity, to contradict what 
one maintained in the beginning: so in the world, it is called 
injustice, and injury, voluntarily to undo that, which from the 
beginning he had voluntarily done . . . 

Whensoever a man transferreth his right, or renounceth it; it 
is either in consideration of some right reciprocally transferred to 
himself; or for some other good he hopeth for thereby. For it is 
a voluntary act: and of the voluntary acts of every man, the 
object is some good to himself. And therefore there be some rights, 
which no man can be understood by any words, or other signs, 
to have abandoned, or transferred. As first a man cannot lay 
down the right of resisting them, that assault him by force, to” 
take away his life; because he cannot be understood to aim 
thereby, at any good to himself. The same may be said of wounds, 
and chains, and imprisonment; both because there is no benefit 
consequent to such patience; as there is to the patience of suf- 
fering another to be wounded, or imprisoned: as also because a 
man cannot tell, when he seeth men proceed against him by 
violence, whether they intend his death or not. And lastly the 
motive, and end for which this renouncing, and transferring of 
right is introduced, is nothing else but the security of a man’s 
person, in his life, and in the means of so preserving life, as not 
to be weary of it. And therefore if a man by words, or other signs, 
seem to despoil himself of the end, for which those signs were 
intended; he is not to be understood as if he meant it, or that it 
was his will; but that he was ignorant of how such words and 
actions were to be interpreted. 


8. When the egoistic nature of man is taken into account, it is 
manifest that the first two laws of nature in and of themselves are 
not binding upon the individual. Consequently, another law is neces- 
sary to make the first two effective. 

From that law of nature, by which we are obliged to transfer to 


another, such rights, as being retained, hinder the peace of man- 
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kind, there followeth a third; which is this, that men perform their 
covenants made: without which, covenants are in vain, and but 
empty words; and the right of all men to all things remaining, 
we are still in the condition of war. 

And in this law of nature, consisteth the fountain and original 
of JUSTICE. For where no covenant hath preceded, there hath 
no right been transferred, and every man has right to every thing; 
and consequently, no action can be unjust. But when a covenant 
is made, then to break it is unjust: and the definition of INJUS- 
TICE, is. no other than the not performance of covenant. And 
whatsoever is not unjust, is just. 

But because covenants of mutual trust, where there is a fear 
of not performance on either part... are invalid; though the 
griginal of justice be the making of covenants; yet injustice 
actually there can be none, till the cause of such fear be taken 
away; which while men are in the natural condition of war, can- 
not be done. Therefore before the names of just, and unjust can 
have place, there must be some coercive power, to compel men 
equally to the performance of their covenants, by the terror of 
some punishment, greater than the benefit they expect by the 
breach of their covenant; and to make good that propriety, 
which by mutual contract men acquire, in recompense of the 
universal right they abandon: and such power there is nene before 
the erection of a commonwealth. And this is also to be gathered 
out of the ordinary definition of justice in the Schools: for they 
say, that justice is the constant will of giving to every man his own. 
And therefore where there is no own, that is no propriety, there 
is no injustice; and where there is no coercive power erected, 
that is, where there is no commonwealth, there is no propriety ; 
all men having right to all things: therefore where there is no 
commonwealth, there nothing is unjust. So that the nature of 
justice, consisteth in keeping of valid covenants: but the validity 
of convenants begins not but with the constitution of a civil 
power, sufficient to compel men to keep them: and then it is also 


that propriety begins. 
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g. Hobbes concludes that the laws of nature may be summed up 
in a rule which everyone accepts, the Golden Rule. 


These are the laws of nature, dictating peace, for a means 
of the conservation of men in multitudes; and which only eon- 
cern the doctrine of civil society. There be other things tending to 
the destruction of particular men; as drunkenness, and all other 
parts of intemperance; which may therefore also be reckoned 
amongst those things which the law of nature hath forbidden; 
but are not necessary to be mentioned, nor are pertinent enough 
to this place. 

And though this may seem too subtle a deduction of the laws 
of nature, to be taken notice of by all men; whereof the most 
part are too busy in getting food, and the rest too negligent tos 
understand; yet to leave all men inexcusable, they have been 
contracted into one easy sum, intelligible even to the meanest 
capacity; and that is, Do not that to another, which thou wouldest 
not have done to thyself; which sheweth him, that he has no more 
to do in learning the laws of nature, but, when weighing the 
actions of other men with his own, they seem too heavy, to put 
them into the other part of the balance, and his own into their 
place, that his own passions, and self-love, may add nothing to 
the weight; and then there is none of these laws of nature that 
will not appear unto him very reasonable. 


zo. Reason not only dictates peace and security in society, but 
it also prescribes the means by which they can be insured. It was 
apparent to Hobbes that there must be some civil power to determine 
and interpret what is right, wrong, good, and bad in society. Such 
authority must be vested in a single sovereign power — either an 
individual or an assembly — to prevent the occurrence of jurisdic- 
tional disputes between one authority and another. Hobbes believes 
that matters of conscience, for example, must be controlled entirely by 
the sovereign. Thus, even'church affairs should be dominated by the 


secular ruler, " God's lieutenant on earth.” 
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«++I observe the diseases of a commonwealth, that proceed 
from the poison of seditious doctrines, whereof one is, That every 
private man is judge of good and evil actions. This is true in the 
condition of mere nature, where there are no civil laws; and also 
under civil government, in such cases as are not determined by 
the Jaw. But otherwise, it is manifest, that the measure of good 
and evil actions, is the civil law; and the judge the legislator, 
who is always representative of the commonwealth. From this 
false doctrine, men are disposed to debate with themselves, and 
dispute the commands of the commonwealth; and afterwards to 
obey, or disobey them, as in their private judgments they shall 
think fit; whereby the commonwealth is distracted and weak- 
ened. 

Another doctrine repugnant to civil society, is, that whatsoever 

«2 man does against his conscience, is sin; and it dependeth on the 
presumption of making himself judge of good and evil. For a 
man’s conscience, and his judgment is the same thing, and as the 
judgment, so also the conscience may be erroneous. Therefore, 
though he that is subject to no civil law, sinneth in all he does 
against his conscience, because he has no other rule to follow 
but his own reason; yet it is not so with him that lives in a com- 
monwealth; because the law is the public conscience, by which 
he hath already undertaken to be guided. Otherwise in such di- 
versity, as" there is of private consciences, which are but private 
opinions, the commonwealth must needs be distracted, and no 
man dare to obey the sovereign power, further than it shall seem 
good in his own eyes. . . . There is [another] doctrine, plainly, 
and directly against the essence of a commonwealth; and it is 
this, that the sovereign power maybe divided. For what is it to 
divide the power of a commonwealth, but to dissolve it; for 
powers divided mutually destroy each other. And for these doc- 
trines, men are chiefly beholding to some of those, that making 
profession of the laws, endeavour to make them depend upon their 
own learning, and not upon the legislative power 
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rz. In its ultimate consequences, then, Hobbes’ ethical theory leads 
to'the political doctrine of absolute soyereignty, designed to end the 
natural war of every man with every other man. 


To the care of the sovereign, belongeth the making of good 
laws. But what is a good law? By a good law, I mean not 3 just 
law: for no law can be unjust. The law is made by the sovereign 
power, and all that is done by such power, is warranted, and 
owned by every one of the people; and that which every man will 
have so, no man can say is unjust. It is in the laws of a comnion- 
wealth, as in the laws of gaming: whatsoever the gamesters 
all agree on, is injustice to none of them. A good law is that, 
which is needful, for the good of the people, and withal perspic- 
uous. 

For the use of laws, which are but rules authorized, is not to 
bind the people from all voluntary actions; but to direct and keep 
them in such a motion, as not to hurt themselves by their own 
impetuous desires, rashness or indiscretion; as hedges are set, 
not to stop travellers, but to keep them in their way. And there- 
fore a law that is not needful, having not the true end of a law, 
is not good. A law may be conceived to be good, when it is for 
the benefit of the sovereign; though it be not necessary for the 
people; but it is not so. For the good of the sovereign and people, 
cannot be separated. It is a weak sovereign, that has weak sub- 
jects; and a weak people, whose sovereign wanteth power to rule 
them at his will. Unnecessary laws are not good laws; but traps 
for money: which where the right of sovereign power is acknowl- 
edged, are superfluous; and where it is not acknowledged, in- 
sufficient to defend the people. . . - 

The office of the sovereign, be it a monarch or an assembly, 
consisteth in the end, for which he was trusted with the sovereign 
power, namely the procuration of the safety of the people; to which 
he is obliged by the law of nature, and to render an account 
thereof to God, the author of that law, and to none but him. But 
by safety here, is not meant a bare preservation, but also all 
other contentments of life, which every man by lawful industry, 
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Without danger, or hurt to the commonwealth, shall acquire to 
himself. 

And this is intended should be done, not by care applied to 
individuals, further than their protection from injuries, when they 
shall complain; but by a general providence, contained in public 
inftruction, both of doctrine, and example; and in the making 
and executing of good laws, to which individual persons may apply 
their own cases. 

And because, if the essential rights of sovereignty . . . be taken 
away, the commonwealth is thereby dissolved, and every man 
returneth into the condition, and calamity of a war with every 
other man, which is the greatest evil that can happen in this life; 
it is the office of the sovereign, to maintain those rights entire . . .! 


Questions 


1. Outline Hobbes' psychological theory. What effect does it have on 
his definitions of “good” and “evil”? On his moral philosophy in 
general? 

2. In Hobbes’ view, what is the “natural state" of man? To what 
political theory does this lead him? 

3. How does Hobbes define “happiness”? Why can it not be achieved 
in a state of nature? 

4. Discuss Hobbes’ theory of the formation of society. How would he 
deal with the thesis that “man is by nature a social animal”? 

5. What arguments does Hobbes offer in defense of his egoistic theory 
of human relations? Can you find arguments or evidence against 
his view? 

6. What does Hobbes mean by “laws of nature"? Where do they 
originate? Do you agree that they are really laws of nature? 

7. What use does Hobbes make of the doctrines of materialism and 
mechanism? Are these doctrines essential to his ethical theory? 

8. In Hobbes’ ethical theory, what is the basis of morality? Do the 
same moral principles apply in a state of war and in a civil society? 

9. Compare and contrast the status of the term "good" with the status 
of the term “right” in Hobbes’ moral philosophy. 

10. Do you believe that there are some situations in which you would 
not prefer peace and security? Relate your answer to Hobbes' ethical 
theory. 
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NATURE AND REASON 


Benedict de Sp inogza 


A uncommon devotion to intellectual independence and 
integrity is exemplified in the personal history of Spinoza (1632- 
1677). He was born of Jewish parents who had sought refuge in 
Amsterdam, Holland, from Spanish persecution. From the scholars 
of the Synagogue, Spinoza acquired a thorough knowledge of the 
Old Testament, such Hebrew religious classics as the Ta/mud and 
the mystical Kabbala, and the teachings of noted Jewish theo- 
logians. In addition, he mastered the works of Christian phi- 
losophers and the secular writings which marked the beginnings 
of the modern scientific era. 

An early tendency to rebel against the narrow formalism and 
orthodoxy of his religion reached a critical point when Spinoza 
was twenty-four years old. His disregard of entreaties, bribes, 
and threats to his life intended to force him to at least outward 
conformity to Judaism resulted in his excommunication, in 1656, 
from the Jewish community. Changing his Hebrew name, Baruch, 
to its Latin equivalent, Benedict, he pursued his nonconformist 
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views as a philosopher in the Christian world, but he did not 
become a Christian. In fact, his position in regard to religious 
matters has, since his lifetime, been a subject of debate. While 
there is virtual unanimity in placing him in the first ranks of the 
philosophers, there has never been agreement as to whether he 
was a “‘God-intoxicated man” or an atheist who made frequent 
use of the word “God”? when he meant nothing more than 
“Nature.” 

Following his excommunication, Spinoza withdrew from Am- 
sterdam, living in several remote Dutch villages until he settled 
in The Hague, where he spent the last seven years of his life. 
Supporting himself by the humble occupation of lens-grinding, 
he devoted his evenings to philosophical composition. He enjoyed 
the loyalty of a few friends and disciples and maintained a learned 
correspondence with such distinguished men of the times as 
Henry Oldenburg, of the Royal Society of England, Christian 
Huyghens, the physicist, and Gottfried Leibniz, the philosopher. 

Through his commentary on the writings of the philosopher 
Descartes, Spinoza proved himself a competent scholar. His 
Tractatus Theologico-Politicus (1670) raised a storm of protest 
by its strong plea for freedom of thought and criticism, a radical 
idea in the seventeenth century. Moreover, the criticisms of tra- 
` ditional religion contained in the work alienated religious leaders 
and some of his own friends. For the sake of peace, Spinoza kept 
his subsequent writings from public view, and they were not 
published until the year of his death. These comprised chiefly 
a political treatise, an incomplete essay, “On the Improvement 
of the Understanding,” and his main work, Ethics, Demonstrated 
in. Geometrical Order. The latter, composed mainly of definitions, 
axioms, and propositions with their proofs, testifies to Spinoza’s 
conviction that the rigorous method of mathematics is the ap- 
propriate method for philosophy. 

'Spinoza's reputation among the scholars of the day as a learned 
and profound thinker brought him, in 1673, an offer of a professor- 
ship in philosophy at the great University of Heidelberg. His ex- 
planation for refusing this honorable post bespeaks his dedication 
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to the contemplative way of life: he did not wish to take time 
away from philosophical reflection for the training of disciples, 
nor did he wish to teach in public, where he would almost cer- 
tainly suffer from the disturbance of religious quarrels through 
his persistence in his own way of understanding God. 


Spinoza’s ethical theory is the culmination of a complex philo- 
sophical system which involves not only the nature of man, but 
also the nature of God and man’s relation to God. For Spinoza, 
the key to ethics lies in the proposition, “All things .. . are in 
God, and all things which come to pass, come to pass solely 
through the laws of the infinite nature of God, and follow... 
ftom the necessity of his essence." He thus equates God with 
Nature, or Reality, or the Universe, and characterizes the com- 
plex totality as a rational unity in which everything follows with 
logical necessity from the nature of the whole.! Because it shares 
in the rationality of the divine order, the mind of man is able to 
know God, or Nature. The wise man, aware that moral excellence 
and the happiness it brings are proportionate to his knowledge 
of God, devotes himself to the cultivation of his reason. 

Although man is essentially a rational being in a rational uni- 
verse, his intellect is imperfect and limited. He has a natural 
tendency to view events in relation to himself, and therefore can 
form only confused and inadequate ideas of reality. In such a 
state, the mind projects upon the external world its judgments of 
what is good or evil to man, thus fostering the illusion that good 
and evil exist as objective realities in the universe. But in the 
Spinozistic view, the distinction between good and evil is not 
applicable to the universe as such, for the universe is. God, and 


1From Spinoza's pantheism — his identification of God with Nature — and his 
characterization of God as a fixed rational order, it is evident that his conception of the 
divine being.is markedly different from that of the Judaeo-Christian religious tradition. 
Spinoza dismisses as superstition the belief that God transcends nature and isa merciful 
and just Person who acts with free will. Moreover, miracles, acts of divine providence, 
prayer, and the working of divine purpose are rejected as inconsistent with the logical 


necessity of events. 
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God is necessarily perfect. Hence, the uneducated man is men- 
tally and morally weak. In his ignorance of the order of Nature 
he is subject to what appears to him to be the whim of events. 
In these circumstances, he is beset by the uncontrolled and con- 
flicting emotions which cause his unhappiness. In contrast, ' 


. . . the strong man has ever first in his thoughts, that all things follow 
from the necessity of the divine nature; so that whatsoever he deems to 
be hurtful and evil, and whatsoever, accordingly, seems to him impious, 
horrible, unjust, and base, assumes that appearance owing to his own 
disordered, fragmentary, and confused view of the universe. Wherefore 
he strives before all things to conceive things as they really are, and to 
remove the hindrances to true knowledge, such as are hatred, anger, 
envy, derision, pride, and similar emotions . . .* € 
The removal of the ills which destroy happiness, therefore, can 
be accomplished only by freeing the mind from its bondage to 
the emotions which becloud it: how to do this is the basic ethical 
problem for man. 

To free himself from bondage, the rational man attacks the 
difficulty at its source. He seeks knowledge of the causes of things, 
accepting without protest the unchangeable order of events. At 
the zenith of his intellectual power, he rises far above the limited 
perspective of his personal interests to the view of all things 
“under the aspect of eternity." The pursuit and possession of 
objective knowledge free his mind from error; and emotional 
conflict, which Spinoza always correlates with intellectual con- 
fusion, gives way to emotional stability. When he understands 
that each.object and each event has a fixed place in the rational 
order of Nature, the reflective man is well on his way to felicity. 

In Spinoza's ethical theory, human effort to acquire knowledge 
and virtue is accounted for by a striving for self-preservation 
(conatus). In man, whose essential nature is rational, this striving 
is directed towards the perfection of the intellect. The happiness 
enjoyed by the rational man accompanies his “knowledge of the 
union existing between the mind and the whole of nature.” The 
contemplation of reality under the aspect of eternity leads man 
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to his highest good, the “intellectual love of God," which is the 
understanding of God as the eternal Being in whose rational order 
each of us has his proper place. In this way, man proceeds from 
the state of human bondage to the state of human freedom — 
from the wretchedness of an unstable emotional existence to the 
happiness of the tranquil life of reason. 


I. In his essay “On the Improvement of the Understanding," 
Spinoza examines the false values which arise out of misunderstand- 
ings of the nature of the true good for man. He concludes that it is 
necessary to surrender the pursuit of such goals as riches, fame, and 
Pleasure, since they consume mental energy and time which should 
be given to meditation. 


After experience had taught me that all the usual surroundings 
of social life are vain and futile; sering that none of the objects 
of my fears contained in themselves anything either good or bad, 
except in so far as the mind is affected by them, I finally resolved 
to inquire whether there might be some real good having power 
to communicate itself, which would affect the mind singly, to 
the exclusion of all else: whether, in fact, there might be anything 
of which the discovery and attainment would enable me to enjoy 
continuous, supreme, and unending happiness. I say “I Jinally 
resolved,” for at first sight it seemed unwise willingly to lose 
hold on what was sure for the sake of something then uncertain. 
I could see the benefits which are acquired through fame and 
riches, and that I should be obliged to abandon the quest of such 
objects, if I seriously devoted myself to the search for something 
different and new. I perceived that if true happiness chanced to 
be placed in the former I should necessarily miss it; while if, on 
the other hand, it were not so placed, and I gave them my whole 
attention, I should equally fail. 

I therefore debated whether it would not be possible to arrive 
at the new principle, or at any rate at a certainty concerning its 
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existence, without changing the conduct and usual plan of my 
life; with this end in view I made many efforts, but in vain. For 
the ordinary surroundings of life which are esteemed by men (as 
their actions testify) to be the highest good, may be classed under 
the three heads — Riches, Fame, and the Pleasures of Sense: 
with these three the mind is so absorbed that it has little power 
to reflect on any different good. By sensual pleasure the mind is 
enthralled to the extent of quiescence, as if the supreme good 
were actually attained, so that it is quite incapable of thinking 
of any other object; when such pleasure has been gratified it is 
followed by extreme melancholy, whereby the mind, though not 
enthralled, is disturbed and dulled. 

The pursuit of honours and riches is likewise very absorbing, 
especially if such objects be sought simply for their own sake, 
inasmuch as they are then supposed to constitute the highest good’ 
In the case of fame the mind is still more absorbed, for fame is 
conceived as always good for its own sake, and as the ultimate 
end to which all actions are directed. Further, the attainment of 
riches and fame is not followed as in the case of sensual pleasures 
by repentance, but, the more we acquire, the greater is our de- 
light, and, consequently, the more are we incited to increase both 
the one and the other; on the other hand, if our hopes happen to 
be frustrated we are plunged into the deepest sadness. Fame has 
the further drawback that it compels its votaries to order their 
lives according to the opinions of their fellow-men, shunning 
what they usually shun, and seeking what they usually seek." 


2. Spinoza argues that the things most men value are evil, rather 
than good, and only unhappiness can follow from “the love of what 
is perishable.” He is in quest of a good which cannot be destroyed by 
external causes. Since the process of inquiry itself allays the anxieties 
which usually accompany the pursuit of material objectives, he has 
an indication of the direction in which he must look for true happiness. 


When I saw that all these ordinary objects of desire would be 
obstacles in the way of a search for something different and new 
162 


e e° BENEDICT DE SPINOZA 


— nay, that they were so opposed thereto, that either they or it 
would have to be abandoned, I was forced to inquire which would 
prove the most useful to me: for, as I say, I seemed to be willingly 
losing hold on a sure good for the sake of something uncertain. 
However, after I had reflected on the matter, I came in the first 
place to the conclusion that by abandoning the ordinary objects 
of pursuit, and betaking myself to a new quest, I should be leav- 
ing a good, uncertain by reason of its own nature, as may be 
gathered from what has been said, for the sake of a good not 
uncertain in its nature (for I sought for a fixed good), but only 
in the possibility of its attainment. 

Further reflection convinced me, that if I could really get to the 
root of the matter I should be leaving certain evils for a certain 
good. I thus perceived that I was in a state of great peril, and I 
compelled myself to seek with all my strength for a remedy, 
however uncertain it might be; as a sick man struggling with a 
deadly disease, when he sees that death will surely be upon him 
unless a remedy be found, is compelled to seek such a remedy 
with all his strength, inasmuch as his whole hope lies therein. All 
the objects pursued by the multitude not only bring no remedy 
that tends to preserve our being, but even act as hindrances, 
causing the death not seldom of those who possess them, and 
always of those who are possessed by them. There are many 
examples of men who have suffered persecution even to death 
for the sake of their riches, and of men who in pursuit of wealth 
have exposed themselves to so many dangers, that they have 
paid away their life as a penalty for their folly. Examples are no 
less numerous of men, who have endured the utmost wretchedness 
for the sake of gaining or preserving their reputation. Lastly, 
there are innumerable cases of men, who have hastened their 
death through over-indulgence in sensual pleasure. All these evils 
seem to have arisen from the fact, that happiness or unhappiness 
is made wholly to depend on the quality of the object which we 
love. When a thing is not loved, no quarrels will arise concerning 
it — no sadness will be felt if it perishes — no envy if it is pos- 
sessed by another — no fear, no hatred, in short no disturbances 
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of the mind. All these arise from the love of what is perishable, 
such as the objects already mentioned. But love towards a thing 
eternal and infinite feeds the mind wholly with joy, and is itself 
unmingled with any sadness, wherefore it is greatly to be desired 
and sought for with all our strength. Yet it was not at random 
that I used the words, “If I could go to the root of the matter,” 
for, though what I have urged was perfectly clear to my mind, 
I could not forthwith lay aside all love of riches, sensual enjoys 
ment, and fame. One thing was evident, namely, that while my 
mind was employed with these thoughts it turned away from its 
former objects of desire, and seriously considered the search for a 
new principle; this state of things was a great comfort to me, for 
I perceived that the evils were not such as to resist all remedies. 
Although these intervals were at first rare, and of very short du- 
ration, yet afterwards, as the true good became more and more” 
discernible to me, they became more frequent and more lasting; 
especially after I had recognized that the acquisition of wealth, 
sensual pleasure, or fame, is only a hindrance, so long as they are 
sought as ends not as means; if they be sought as means, they will 
be under restraint, and, far iun being hindrances, will further not 
a little the end for which they are sought, as I will show in due 
time.* 

3- Spinoza concludes from this inquiry that although man’s capa- 
bilities are limited, he can aspire to a greater perfection both for 
himself and for his fellow men. 


. Man conceives a human character much more stable than 
his own, and sees that there is no reason why he should not him- 
self acquire such a character. Thus he is led to seek for.means 
which will bring him to this pitch of perfection; and calls every- 
thing which will serve as such means a true good. The chief good 
is that he should arrive, together with other individuals if possible, 
at the possession of the aforesaid character. What that character 
is we shall show in due time, namely, that it is the knowledge of 
the union existing between the mind and the whole of nature. 
This, then, is the end for which I strive, to attain to such a 
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character myself, and to endeavour that many should attain to it 
with me. In other words, it is part of my happiness to lend a 
helping hand, that many others may understand even as I do, 
so that their understanding and desire may entirely agree with 
my own. In order to bring this about, it is necessary to understand 
as much of nature as will enable us to attain to the aforesaid 
character, and also to form a social order such as is most conducive 
to the attainment of this character by the greatest number with 
the least difficulty and danger.? 


4. In the essay “On the Improvement of the Understanding," 
Spinoza cautions us that “before all things, a means must be devised 
for improving the understanding and purifying it, as far as may 
be at the outset, so that it may apprehend things without error, and 
dn the best possible way." Therefore, in his detailed and systematic 
work, the Ethics, he both presents his positive theory and exposes 
the conceptual errors which mislead men in their search for happiness. 
He looks upon the doctrine of free will as the source of many serious 
philosophic errors. In his judgment, it is from ignorance of the true 
causes of our actions that we come to believe that anything we do can 
possibly be otherwise than as it actually is. The will is nothing but 
a form of the intellect, he argues, and as such can act only according 
to the fixed laws which govern all thought. 


... Thus an infant believes that of its own free will it desires 
milk, an angry child believes that it freely desires vengeance, a 
cimid child believes that it freely desires to run away; further, a 
drunken man believes that he utters from the free decision of 
his mind words which, when he is sober, he would willingly have 
withheld: thus, too, a delirious man, a garrulous woman, a child, 
and others of like complexion, believe that they speak from the 
free decision of their mind, when they are in reality unable to 
restrain their impulse to talk. Experience teaches us no less clearly 
than reason, that men believe themselves to be free, simply be- 
cause they are conscious of their actions, and unconscious of the 
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causes whereby those actions are determined; and, "further, it is 
plain that the dictates of the mind are but another name for the 
appetites, and therefore vary according to the varying state of 
the body. Every one shapes his actions according to his emotion, 
those who are assailed by conflicting emotions know not what 
they wish; those who are not attacked by any emotion are readily 
swayed this way or that. All these considerations clearly Show 
that a mental decision and a bodily appetite, or determined state, 
are simultaneous, or rather are one and the same thing, which 
we call decision, when it is regarded under and explained through 
the attribute of thought, and a conditioned state, when it is re- 
garded under the attribute of extension, and deduced from the 
laws of motion and rest. . .. I wish to call attention to another 
point, namely, that we cannot act by the decision of the mind, 
unless we have a remembrance of having done so. For instance, 
we cannot say a word without remembering that we have done so.^ 
Again, it is not within the free power of the mind to remember or 
forget a thing at will. Therefore the freedom of the mind must in 
any case be limited to the power of uttering or not uttering some- 
thing which it remembers. But when we dream that we speak, we 
believe that we speak from a free decision of the mind, yet we 
do not speak, or, if we do, it is by a spontaneous motion of the 
body. Again, we dream that we are concealing something, and 
we seem to act from the same decision of the mind as that,awhereby 
we keep silence when awake concerning something we know. 
Lastly, we dream that from the free decision of our mind we do 
something, which we should not dare to do when awake. 

Now I should like to know whether there be in the mind two 
sorts of decisions, one sort illusive, and the other sort free? If 
our folly does not carry us so far as this, we must necessarily ad- 
mit, that the decision of the mind, which is believed to be free, 
is not distinguishable from the imagination or memory, and is 
nothing more than the affirmation, which an idea, by virtue of 
being an idea, “necessarily involves. Wherefore these decisions of 
the mind arise in the mind by the same necessity, as the ideas of 
things actually existing. Therefore those who believe, that they 
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speak or keep silence or act in any way from the free decision of 
their mind, do but dream with their eyes open.* 


5. Belief in the freedom of the will is pernicious, Spinoza main- 
tains, because it introduces an element of uncertainty into life. 
Furthermore, the delusion that we have the power and freedom to do 
whatever we wish raises false hopes. True freedom, he says, is action 
in accordance with the laws of our reason. In support of his position, 
Spinoza enumerates its beneficial effects on human conduct. His 
doctrine is good, he says: 


1. Inasmuch as it teaches us to act solely according to the de- 
cree of God, and to be partakers in the Divine nature, and so 
much the more, as we perform more perfect actions and more and 
more understand God. Such a doctrine not only completely tran- 
quillizes our spirit, but also shows us where our highest happiness 
and blessedness is, namely, solely in the knowledge of God, 
whereby we are led to act only as love and piety shall bid us. 
We may thus clearly understand, how far astray from a true 
estimate of virtue are those who expect to be deiei by God 
with high rewards for their virtue, and their best actions, as for 
having endured the direst slavery; as if virtue and the service of 
God were not in itself happiness and perfect freedom. 

2. Inasmuch as it teaches us, how we ought to conduct our- 
selves with respect to the gifts of fortune, or matters which are 
not in our own power, and do not follow from our nature. For it 
shows us, that we should await and endure fortune’s smiles or 
frowns with an equal mind, seeing that all things follow from 
the eternal decree of God by the same necessity, as it follows from 
the essence of a triangle, that the three angles are equal to two 
right angles. 

3. This doctrine raises social life, inasmuch as it teaches us to 
hate no man, neither to despise, to deride, to envy, or to be angry 
with any. Further, as it tells us that each should be content with 
his own, and helpful to his neighbor, not from any womanish 
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pity, favour, or superstition, but solely by the guidance of reason, ; 
according as the time and occasion demand . 

4. Lastly, this doctrine confers no small HIER on the com- 
monwealth; for it teaches how citizens should be governed and 
led, not so as to become slaves, but so that they may freely do 
whatsoever things are best.‘ 


6. Spinoza's approach to psychology reflects his deterministic view 
of human behavior. He asserts that the emotions are natural phe- 
nomena, subject to definite laws, and should therefore be studied ac- 
cording to the same geometrical method as the rest of nature. 


Most writers on the emotions and on human conduct seem to 
be treating rather of matters outside nature than of natural 
phenomena following nature’s general laws. They appear to con- 
ceive man to be situated in nature as a kingdom within a king- 
dom: for they believe that he disturbs rather than follows nature’s ` 
order, that he has absolute control over his actions, and that he is 
determined solely by himself. They attribute human infirmities 
and fickleness, not to the power of nature in general, but to some 
mysterious flaw in the nature of man, which accordingly they 
bemoan, deride, despise, or, as usually happens, abuse: he, who 
succeeds in hitting off the weakness of the human mind more 
eloquently or more acutely than his feliows, is looked upon as a 
seer. Still there has been no lack of very excellent men (to whose 
toil and industry I confess myself much indebted), who have 
written many noteworthy things concerning the right way of life, 
ind have given much sage advice to mankind. But no one, so 
far as I know, has defined the nature and strength of the emotions, 
and the power of the mind against them for their restraint. 

. Such persons will doubtless think it strange that I should 
attempt to treat of human vice and folly geometrically, and should 
wish to set forth with rigid reasoning those matters which they 
cry out against as repugnant to reason, frivolous, absurd, and 
dreadful. However, such is my plan. Nothing comes to pass in 
nature, which can be set down to a flaw therein; for nature is 
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Always the same, and everywhere one and the same in her efficacy 
and power of action; that is, nature's laws and ordinances, whereby 
all things come to pass and change from one form to another, 
are everywhere and always the same; so that there should be one 
and the same method of understanding the nature of all things 
whatsoever, namely, through nature's universal laws and rules. 
Thus the passions of hatred, anger, envy, and so on, considered 
in themselves, follow from this same necessity and efficacy of 
nature; they answer to certain definite causes, through which 
they are understood, and possess certain properties as worthy 
of being known as the properties of anything else, whereof the 
contemplation in itself affords us delight. I shall, therefore, treat 
of the nature and strength of the emotions according to the same 
method, as I employed heretofore in my investigations concerning 
God and the mind. I shall consider human actions and desires in 
exactly the same manner, as though I were concerned with lines, 
planes, and solids.* 


7. The focal point of Spinoza’s complex psychological theory is the 
concept of conatus, the striving for self-preservation and self-perfec- 
tion which characterizes all things. Man’s drive to preserve his 
existence and perfect his essential nature is not only the basis of all 
behavior, but it is also the foundation of virtue. Because man's 
essential nature is rational, the preservation of his being prescribes 
obedience to reason, and this constitutes virtue. 


PROP. XX. The more every man endeavours, and is able to 
seek what is useful to him — in other words, to preserve his own 
being — the more is he endowed with virtue; on the contrary, 
in proportion as a man neglects to seek what is useful to him, 
that is, to preserve his own being, he is wanting in power... 

PROP. XXI. No one can desire to be blessed, to act rightly, 
and to live rightly, without at the same time wishing to be, to 
act, and to live — in other words, to actually exist . . . 

PROP. XXII. No virtue can be conceived as prior to this en- 


deavour to preserve one's own being . . . 
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Corollary. — The effort for self-preservation iş the first and’ 
only foundation of virtue. For prior to this principle, nothing can 
be conceived, and without it no virtue can be conceived... 

PROP. XXIV. To act absolutely in obedience to virtue is in 
us the same thing as to act, to live, or to preserve one’s being 
(these three terms are identical in meaning) in accordance with 
the dictates of reason on the basis of seeking what is useful to one’s 
A 

PROP. XXVI. Whatsoever we endeavour in obedience to rea- 
son is nothing further than to understand; neither does the mind, 
in so far as it makes use of reason, judge anything to be useful to 
it, save such things as are conducive to understanding. 

Proof. — The effort for self-preservation is nothing else but the 
essence of the thing in question, which, in so far as it exists such 
as it is, is conceived to have force for continuing in existence and 
doing such things as necessarily follow from its given nature. But 
the essence of reason is nought else but our mind, in so far as it 
clearly and distinctly understands; therefore whatsoever we en- 
deavour in obedience to reason is nothing else but to understand. 
Again, since this effort of the mind wherewith the mind endeav- 
ours, in so far as it reasons, to preserve its own being is nothing 
else but understanding; this effort at understanding is the first and 
single basis of virtue, nor shall we endeavour to understand things 
for the sake of any ulterior object; on the other hand, the mind, 
in so far as it reasons, will not. be able to conceive any good for 
itself, save such things as are conducive to understanding.^ 


8. The same striving for self-preservation which dictates conform- 
ity to reason generates the powerful emotions, desire, pleasure, and 
pain, from which all other emotions are derived. Even judgments of 
good and evil are decided by the emotions: each man terms “good” 
those things which give pleasure, i.e., whatever he believes increases 
his perfection; he terms “evil” those things which are painful, i.e., 
whatever he believes diminishes his perfection. That is to say: 


2 It follows from Spinoza’s theory that judgments of good and evil are subject to three 
kinds of error: (1) men may judge as pleasant, ;.e., as good, things which do not actually 
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. . . We in no case desire a thing because we deem it good, but, con- 
trariwise, we deem a thing good because we desire it: consequently we 
deem evil that which we shrink from; every one, therefore, according to 
his particular emotions, judges or estimates what is good, what is bad, 
what is better, what is worse, lastly, what is best, and what is worst. Thus 
a miser thinks that abundance of money is the best, and want of money 
the worst; an ambitious man desires nothing so much as glory, and fears 
nothing so much as shame, To an envious man nothing is more delightful 
than another’s misfortune, and nothing more painful than another’s suc- 
cess. So every man, according to his emotions, judges a thing to be good 
or bad, useful or useless.! 


Spinoza defines the knowledge of good and evil in terms of the 
emotions of pleasure and pain. Then, on the ground that “an emotion 
can, only be controlled or destroyed by another emotion,” not by a 
mere idea, he asserts that the effectiveness of the knowledge of good 
and evil is proportionate to its own emotive force, not to its truth. 
The emotions vary in their power, and the emotive strength of or- 
dinary moral knowledge may easily be overwhelmed by baser emo- 
tions. 


PROP. VIII. The knowledge of good and evil is nothing else 
but the emotions of pleasure or pain, in so far as we are conscious 
thereof. 

Proof. — We call a thing good or evil, when it is of service or 
the reverse in preserving our being, that is, when it increases or 
diminishes, helps or hinders, our power of activity. Thus, in so 
far as we perceive that a thing affects us with pleasure or pain, 
we call it good or evil; wherefore the knowledge of good and evil 
is nothing else but the idea of the pleasure or pain, which neces- 
sarily follows from that pleasurable or painful emotion . . . . 


conserve their rational nature, ¢.g., fame, wealth, and sensual pleasures; (2) it may not 
be realized that good and evil do not belong to objects considered in themselves, but are 
only relative to the emotions of pleasure and pain; and (3) pleasure, the criterion of human 
good, may be mistaken for the source of the true good for man, which is the knowledge 
of God. 
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PROP. XIV. A true knowledge of good and evil cannot check 
any emotion by virtue of being true, but only in so far as it is 
considered as an emotion. 

Proof. — An emotion is an idea, whereby the mind affirms of 
its body a greater or less force of existing than before; therefore 
it has no positive quality, which can be destroyed by the presence 
of what is true; consequently the knowledge of good and evil 
cannot, by virtue of being true, restrain any emotion. But, in 
so far as such knowledge is an emotion if it have more strength 
for restraining emotion, it will to that extent be able to restrain 
the given emotion. Q.E.D. 

PROP. XV. Desire arising from the knowledge of good and 
bad can be quenched or checked by many of the other desires 
arising from the emotions whereby we are assailed. 

Proof. — From the true knowledge of good and evil, in so "far 
as it is an emotion, necessarily arises desire, the strength of which - 
is proportioned to the strength of the emotion wherefrom it 
arises. But, inasmuch as this desire arises (by hypothesis) from. 
the fact of our truly understanding anything, it follows that it is 
also present with us, in so far as we are active, and must therefore. 
be understood through our essence only; consequently its force 
and increase can be defined solely by human power. Again, the 
desires arising from the emotions whereby we are assailed are 
stronger, in proportion as the said emotions are more vehement; 
wherefore their force and increase must be defined solely by the 
power of external causes, which, when compared with our own 
power, indefinitely surpass it; hence the desires arising from like 
emotions may be more vehement, than the desire which arises | 
from a true knowledge of good and evil, and may, consequently, 
control or quench it. Q.E.D. Y 

PROP. XVI. Desire arising from the knowledge of good and 
evil, in so far as such knowledge regards what is future, may b 
more easily controlled or quenched, than the desire for what is 
agreeable at the present moment. 2 

Proof. — Emotion towards a thing, which we conceive as futu 
is fainter than emotion towards a thing that is present. But desi 
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which arises from the true knowledge of good and evil, though it 
be concerned with things which are good at the moment, can be 
quenched or controlled by any headstrong desire (by the last 
Prop., the Proof whereof is of universal application), Wherefore 
desire arising from such knowledge, when concerned with the 
future, can be more easily controlled or quenched, etc. Q.E.D. 

PROP. XVII. Desire arising from the true knowledge of good 
and evil, in so far as such knowledge is concerned with what is 
contingent, can be controlled far more easily still, than desire for 
things that are present. 

Note; — I think I have now shown the reason, why men are 
moved by opinion more readily than by true reason, why it is 
that the true knowledge of good and evil stirs up conflicts in the 
soul, and often yields to every kind of passion. This state of things 
gave rise to the exclamation of the poet: — 

n “The better path | gaze at and approve, 

The worse — I follow." 

Ecclesiastes seems to have had the same thought in his mind, 
when he says, '' He who increaseth knowledge increaseth sorrow," 
I have not written the above with the object of drawing the con- 
clusion, that ignorance is more excellent than knowledge, or that 
a wise man is on a par with a fool in controlling his emotions, but 
because it is necessary to know the power and the infirmity of our 
nature, before we can determine what reason can do in restraining 
the emotions, and what is beyond her power . . .! 

9. " Human infirmity in moderating and checking the emotions" 
Spinoza calls bondage, " for, hen a man is a prey to his «motions 
he is not his own master, beat lies at the mercy of fortune" By con- 
trast, a man is free when his actions are determined solely by the 
laws of his reason. The power of the mind to understand the emotions 
determines the extent to which freedom can be achieved, But it is 
particularly difficult to control the emotions, or passions, which arise 
when the mind is passive, i.e., responsive to external causes rather 
than expressive of the inner activity of the mind, When human actions 
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and judgments are dominated by such “ passive’ * emotions as love 
and hate, hope and fear, envy and anger, the moral influence ‘of the 
emotions associated with the active intellect is necessarily feeble by 
comparison. But, reaffirming his confidence in the power of reason, 
Spinoza assures us that with a sober appreciation of the strength of 
the emotions, we are able to pass from bondage to freedom. ° 


PROP. III. An emotion, which is a passion, ceases to be a 
passion, as soon as we form a clear and distinct idea thereof. 

Proof. — An emotion, which is a passion, is a confused idea. 
If; therefore, we form a clear and distinct idea of a given emotion, 
that idea will only be distinguished from the emotion, in so far 
as it is referred to the mind only, by reason; therefore, the emotion 
will cease to be a passion. Q.E.D. 

Corollary. — An emotion therefore becomes more under our 
control, and the mind is less passive in respect to it, in proportion 
as it is more known to us. 

. .. Everyone has the power of clearly and distinctly under- 
standing himself and his emotions, if not absolutely, at any rate 
in part, and consequently of bringing it about, that he should be- 
come less subject to them. To attain this result, therefore, we 
must chiefly direct our efforts to acquiring, as far as possible, a 
clear and distinct knowledge of every emotion, in order that the 
mind may thus, through emotion, be determined to think of those 
things which it clearly and distinctly perceives, and wherein it 
fully acquiesces: and thus that the emotion itself may be separated 
from the thought of an external cause, and may be associated 
with true thoughts; whence it will come to pass, not only that 
love, hatred, etc., will be destroyed, but also that the appetites 
or desires, which are wont to arise from such emotion, will become 
incapable of being excessive.* 


10. The contrast between those things which-are known to occur 
necessarily and those things which it is believed may possibly have 
been otherwise is also relevant to the achievement of freedom. When 
Reason governs, men understand that in this determinate universe, 
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all things are'as they must be and cannot be otherwise. As a conse- 
quénce, they are better able to control the passions. 


PROP. VI. The mind has greater power over the emotions and 
is less subject thereto, in so far as it understands all things as 
necessary. 

Proof. — The mind understands all things to be necessary and 
to be determined to existence and operation by an infinite chain 
of causes; therefore, it thus far brings it about, that it is less 
subject to the emotions arising therefrom, and feels less emotion 
toward the things themselves. Q.E.D. 

Note. — The more this knowledge, that things are necessary, is 
applied to particular things, which we conceive more distinctly 
and vividly, the greater is the power of the mind over the emo- 
tions, as experience also testifies. For we see, that the pain arising 
from the loss of any good is mitigated, as soon as the man who 
has lost it perceives, that it could not by any means have been 
preserved. So also we see that no one pities an infant, because it 
cannot speak, walk, or reason, or lastly, because it passes so 
many years, as it were, in unconsciousness. Whereas, if most 
people were born full-grown and only one here and there as an 
infant, every one would pity the infants; because infancy would 
not then be looked on as a state natural and necessary, but as a 
fault or delinquency in Nature; and we may note several other 
instances of the same sort.! 


11. It has now been made clear that the passage from the state of 
bondage to the state of freedom requires the assiduous application of 
reason. Not only the emotions, but also the whole order of Nature 
must be studied, and the continuous study of the causal order of 
Nature leads ultimately to the highest or “third” kind of knowledge. 
At this level, the mind no longer views things merely as finite and 

3 Knowledge of the first kind is mere belief or imagination; knowledge of the second 


kind is scientific knowledge or knowledge of causes and effects; and knowledge of the third 
kind is “intujtion,” in which individual things are understood through a comprehension 


of God, 
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temporal, but rather, it grasps their essential characteristics under the ; 
aspect of eternity. Men come to understand themselves as part of God, 
or Nature, both bodily and mentally. By this means, it is possible to 
achieve the greatest good, viz., the intellectual love of God. 


PROP. XXV. The highest endeavour of the mind, ane the 
highest virtue is to understand things by the third kind of knowl- 
edge. 

Proof. — The third kind of knowledge proceeds from an ade- 
quate idea of certain attributes of God to an adequate knowledge 
of the essence of things; and, in.proportion as we understand things 
more in this way, we better understand God; therefore the highest 
virtue of the mind, that is the power, or nature, or highest en- 
deavour of the mind, is to understand things by the third kind of 
knowledge. Q.E.D. F 

PROP. XXIX. Whatsoever the mind understands under the 
form of eternity, it does not understand by virtue of conceiving 
the present actual existence of the body, but by virtue of con- 
ceiving the essence of the body under the form of eternity. 

PROP. XXX. Our mind, in so far as it knows itself and the 
body under the form of eternity, has to that extent necessarily a 
knowledge of God, and knows that it is in God, and is conceived 
through God. 

Proof. — Eternity is the very essence of God, in so far as this 
involves necessary existence. Therefore to conceive things under 
the form of eternity, is to conceive things in so far as they are 
conceived through the essence of God as real entities, or in so 
far as they involve existence through the essence of God; where- 
fore our mind, in so far as it conceives itself and the body under 
the form of eternity, has to that extent necessarily a knowledge of 
God, and knows etc. Q.E.D. 

PROP. XXXII. Whatsoever we understand by the third kind 
of knowledge, we take delight in, and our delight is accompanied 
by the idea of God as cause. 

Proof. — From this kind of knowledge arises the highest pos- 
sible mental acquiescence, that is, pleasure, and this acquiescence 
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is accompanied by the idea of the mind itself, and consequently 
the idea also of God as cause. Q.E.D. 

Corollary. — From the third kind of knowledge necessarily 
arises the intellectual love of God. From this kind of knowledge 
arises pleasure accompanied by the idea of God as cause, that is, 
the love of God; not in so far as we imagine him as present, but 
in so far as we understand him to be eternal; this is what I call 
the intellectual love of God. 

PROP. XXXIII. The intellectual love of God, which arises 
from the third kind of knowledge, is eternal.™ 


I2. Spinoza reviews the findings of his ethical theory: 


...In order that this power of the mind over the emotions 
may be better understood, it should be specially. observed that the 
émotions are called by us strong, when we compare the emotion 
of one man with the emotion of another, and see that one man is 
more troubled than another by the same emotion; or when we 
are comparing the various emotions of the same man one with 
another, and find that he is more affected or stirred by one emo- 
tion than by another. For the strength of every emotion is de- 
fined by a comparison of our own power with the power of an 
external cause. Now the power of the mind is defined by knowl- 
edge only, and its infirmity or passion is defined by the privation 
of knowledge only: it therefore follows, that that mind is most 
passive, whose greatest part is made up of inadequate ideas, so 
that it may be characterized more readily by its passive states 
than by its activities: on theother hand, that mind is most active, 
whose greatest part is made up of adequate ideas, so that, al- 
though it may contain as many inadequate ideas as the former 
mind, it may yet be more easily characterized by ideas attributa- 
ble to human virtue, than by ideas which tell of human infirmity. 
Again, it must be observed, that spiritual unhealthiness and mis- 
fortunes can generally be traced to excessive love for something 
which is subject to many variations, and which we can never 
become masters of. For no one is solicitous or anxious about any- 
thing, unless he loves it; neither do wrongs, suspicions, enmities, 

177 


9 © 


NATURE AND REASON 


etc., arise, except in regard to things whereof no one can be really 
master. 

We may thus readily conceive the power which clear and dis- 
tinct knowledge, and especially that third kind of knowledge, 
founded on the actual knowledge of God, possesses over the qmo- 
tions: if it does not absolutely destroy them, in so far as they are 
passions; at any rate, it causes them to occupy a very small part 
of the mind. Further, it begets a love towards a thing immutable 
and eternal, whereof we may really enter into possession; neither 
can it be defiled with those faults which are inherent in ordinary 
love; but it may grow from strength to strength, and may engross 
the greater part of the mind, and deeply penetrate it.” 


13. The closing note of the Ethics is a final eulogy to the rational 
life. 5 

Note. — I have thus completed all I wished to set forth touching 
the mind's power over the emotions and the mind's freedom. 
Whence it appears, how potent is the wise man, and how much 
he surpasses the ignorant raan, who is driven only by his lusts. 
For the ignorant man is not only distracted in various ways by 
external causes without ever gaining the true acquiescence of his 
spirit, but moreover lives, as it were unwitting of himself, and of 
God, and of things, and as soon as he ceases to suffer, ceases also 
to be. 

Whereas the wise man, in so far as he is regarded as such, is 
scarcely at all disturbed in spirit, but, being conscious of himself, 
and of God, and of things, by a certain eternal necessity, never 
ceases to be, but always possesses true acquiescence of his spirit. 

If the way which I have pointed out as leading to this result 
seems exceedingly hard, it may nevertheless be discovered. Needs 
must it be hard, since it is so seldom found. How would it be 
possible, if salvation were ready to our hand, and could without 
great labour be found, that it should be by almost all men 
neglected? But all things excellent are as difficult as they are 
rare.? 
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Questions 


. Discuss the significance for Spinoza's ethical theory of his statement, 

“Whatever is, is in God...” 

Explain Spinoza's belief that “the love of what is perishable” is 

incompatible with true happiness. Do you agree with his position? 

. Why does Spinoza attach great importance to “the improvement 
of the understanding”? 

- What reasons does Spinoza give for his belief that it is morally wrong 
to believe that men have free will? In what sense does he say man 
is "free"? 

. Discuss the ethical significance of Spinoza's doctrine of conatus, the 
striving for self-preservation and self-perfection. 

. How does Spinoza estimate the relative strength of emotion and 
reason? What method does he recommend for the study of the emo- 
tions? 

. What are the means by which men can escape from human bondage? 
Are there any external forces which can aid man to pass from bond- 
age to freedom? 

. Why does Spinoza devote himself to a detailed discussion of the 
emotions? What connection does he establish between emotion and 
error? What moral significance does he attach to intellectual error? 

. Explain what is meant by “ the intellectual love of God." How does 

this enter into the moral life? 

What do you regard as Spinoza's most important contribution to 

ethical theory? 
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CONSCIENCE IN MORALITY 


Joseph Butler 


J Butler (1692-1752), it has been said, “was more than 
a good writer, he was a good man; and what is an addition even 
to this eulogy, he was a sincere Christian.” The youngest of eight 
children, Joseph was born at Wantage, England, just three years 
after the passage of the Toleration Act which allowed all religious 
sects to worship freely. His father, a middle-class shop-keeper 
and a God-fearing member of the Protestant Dissenters (a Pres- 
byterian group), recognized early that his son was intellectually 
gifted and determined that he should be trained for the ministry. 
Accordingly, Joseph was sent to a grammar school and then to 
Tewkesbury Academy where he distinguished himself by his 
originality in theology. While he was at the Academy, however, 
he became convinced that the relatively liberal doctrine of the 
Dissenters was inferior to the conservative theology of the Church 
of England. In view of this change of allegiance, in 1714 he entered 
Oriel College, Oxford, where, despite his disappointment at find- 
ing the lectures “frivolous” and the disputations “unintelligible,” 
he completed his theological training. Butler’s ecclesiastical career, 
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in which he made his reputation at once, began in 1719 when he 
was appointed preacher to the Rolls Chapel in London. 

Butler’s first published work was Fifteen Sermons Preached at the 
Rolls Chapel (1726). Although it has been said that these were 
wonderful sermons to sleep through, they contain his chief state- 
ment of ethical theory. He was assigned to the obscure parsonage 
of Stanhope the same year that his book appeared. When, in the 
year 1736, Queen Caroline asked if the brilliant Butler were dead, 
she was told, *No, madam, he is not dead, but he is buried.” 
Thereupon Butler was recalled to London to serve as a Court 
Chaplain. Almost immediately upon his arrival, The Analogy of 
Religion, Natural and Revealed, to the Constitution and Course of 
Nature (1736) was published. This became one of the most influ- 
ential books of the century, despite the uncompromising difficulty” 
of its argument. In it, Butler comes to the defense of Theism — 
the traditional. view that God, while a transcendent Being, is 
immanent in the universe and concerned with the affairs of men 
— against the doctrine of Deism — the view that since God is a 
transcendent Being, he can have no concern with or influence 
upon human affairs. 

His fame secure, Butler was elevated to the Deanery of St. Paul 
in 1740. King George II, however, was still not satisfied with the 
recognition accorded to him and opened the way to additional 
promotions and honors. At the time of his death, Butler occupied 
the important Bishopric of Durham. He remains the most capable 
defender of his faith against religious scepticism and the free- 
thinking of the Age of Reason. 


Bishop Joseph Butler is the most distinguished in a line of 
English and Scottish philosophers for whom the ground of morality 
is “conscience.” In his ethical theory, conscience is conceived as a 
reflective or rational faculty which discerns the moral characteristic of 
actions. Consequently, he is not a defender of the popular, unso- 
phisticated view that the conscience is like an additional eye 
which can perceive directly the rightness or wrongness of conduct. 
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Nevertheless, his conception of it is closer to this view than to 
the one in which “conscience” is understood as a name for mere 
feelings of approval and disapproval due to psychological and 
social conditioning. For him, the judgments of conscience, al- 
though fnfallible, are not based on moral sense or feelings, but 
on moral reason. 

Although Butler was a devoutly religious clergyman, he studi- 
ously avoids basing his arguments upon supernatural authority. 
The general goal of his philosophical inquiry is the substantiation 
of revealed Christianity by means of a reasoned study of human 
nature. For his purpose, it would be begging the question to argue 
from the same revelations which he intends to reinforce. Accord- 
ingly, he resolves to confirm the Christian principles through data 
which each man can find within himself. Against the contention 
of his educated contemporaries that reasoning conflicts with re- 
vealed religion and discredits it, Butler holds that the results of 
his rational method of introspection will be evidence for rather 
than against Christianity: 


It is come, I know not how, to be taken for granted by many persons 
that Christianity is not so much a subject of inquiry; but that it is, now 
at length, discovered to be fictitious. And accordingly they treat it as 
if, in the present age, this were an agreed point among all people of dis- 
cernment; and nothing remained, but to set it up as a principal subject 
of mirth artd ridicule, as it were -by way of reprisals, for its having so 
long interrupted the pleasures of the world. On the contrary, thus much 
at least will be here found, not taken for granted, but proved, that any 
reasonable man, who will thoroughly consider the matter may be as 
much assured as he is of his own being, that it is not, however, so clear 
a case, that there is nothing in it. There is, I think, strong evidence of 
its truth; but it is certain no one can, upon principles of reason, be satis- 
fied of the contrary.! 


The intellectual basis for irreligion in the England of Butler’s 
day was constituted by a fusion of two assumptions; first, that 


1 Joseph Butler, “ Advertisement" prefixed to The Analogy of Religion, Natural and 
Revealed, to the Constitution and Course of Nature, New York, Robert Carter and Brothers, 
1849. 
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men are exclusively egoistic, i.e., they are committed to the satis- 
faction of their immediate VELUM and second, that no moral 
obligation is valid if it runs counter to the way men are by nature 
capable of acting. Butler rejects the first of these as bad psychology 
in general; and in particular, he criticizes Thomas Hobbes, the 
most influential exponent of the egoistic theory. According to But- 
ler, Hobbes failed to detect the difference between the immediate 
gratification of desire and the achievement of self-preservation. The 
former, being merely a momentary satisfaction of a particular 
drive, may or may not serve a man's genuine self-interest. On the 
other hand, self-preservation, which is a form of self-love, repre- 
sents a selection of desires which culminates in the individual's 
well-being. At the same time, Butler gives a classic refutation of 
psychological hedonism (the theory that pleasure is the motiveof 
all conduct) by pointing out that although pleasure accompanies 
the satisfaction of desire, the desire is for a particular object, not 
for the pleasure which accompanies it. Otherwise, desires would 
be ‘‘objectless’’ and undirected to specific situations. 

Butler accepts with reservations the second of the assumptions 
made by the anti-religious thinkers of his day; i.e., he grants that 
rules governing what men ought to do must be confined to what 
men can do within the limits of human nature. However, he insists 
that a clear understanding of what is meant by “human nature” 
is necessary. To begin with, the springs of all human actions are 
specific passions and appetites, but introspection reveals that 
we also have the means by which these impulses can be regulated, 
viz., self-love, benevolence, and conscience. In and of themselves, 
the basic drives and the desire to satisfy them are ethically neu- 
tral. For example, when a man is driven by thirst, his only object 
is to find water. However, the moral element appears when the 
problem of regulation is considered. Private and public well-being 
depend upon the proper choice and limitation of the desires to 
be satisfied. 

Self-love is the effective regulative principle which operates 
when an individual organizes his desires so as to promote hts own 
best interests. When he controls his appetites so as to further the 
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publie good, the operative principle is that of benevolence. Yet, 
Butler tells us, there is no guarantee that these regulative prin- 
ciples of self-love and benevolence will always reinforce and com- 
plement one another. Under these circumstances, conflicts be- 
tween personal and social interests are resolved by a regulative 
principle of a higher order, namely, the conscience. The conscience 
is reason functioning as the arbiter of conflicting interests of self- 
love and benevolence; it is the author of and authority for our 
moral obligations; it prompts us to the performance of our duties. 
Thus, the conscience is the “knowledge of right" within each 
man which makes him a “moral agent.” We are unconditionally 
obligated to follow the dictates of conscience, Butler explains, 
because the conscience carries with it the “light of self-attest- 
ment.” In other words, the aythority of conscience is self-evident, 
and there can be no appeal from it to any higher principle. 

Butler concludes that the results of his rational investigation 
of human nature and morality strengthen faith in Christian ethics 
through confirming its underlying principle. This he draws from 
Romans (ii:14-15): "For when the Gentiles, which have not the 
law, do by nature the things contained in the law, these, having 
not the law, are a law unto themselves: Which shew the work of 
the law written in their hearts, their conscience also bearing wit- 
ness . . ." For Butler, this means that “everyone may find within 
himself the rule of right, and obligations to follow it.” 


I. Butler’s ethical theory rests upon a teleological conception of 
man. He is convinced that in order to understand the ethical concepts, 
“virtue” and “vice,” one must first study the appropriate design 
and intent of human nature. 


There are two ways in which the subject of morals may be 
treated. One begins from inquiring into the abstract relations of 
things: theother from a matter of fact, namely, what the particular 
nature of man is, its several parts, their economy or constitution; 
from whence it proceeds to determine what course of life it is, 
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which is correspondent to this whole nature. In the former method 
the conclusion is expressed thus, that vice is contrary to the nature 
and reason of things: in the latter, that it is a violation or breaking 
in upon our own nature. Thus they both lead us to the same thing, 
our obligations to the practice of virtue; and thus they exceedingly 
strengthen and enforce each other. The first seems the most direct 
formal proof, and in some respects the least liable to cavil and 
dispute: the latter is in a peculiar manner adapted to satisfy a 
fair mind; and is more easily applicable to the several particular 
relations and circumstances in life. 

The following Discourses proceed chiefly in this latter method... 
They were intended to explain what is meant by the nature of 
man, when it is said that virtue consists in following, and vice in 
deviating from it; and by explaining to show that the assertion is 
true. xs > 

Whoever thinks it worth while to consider this matter thoroughly, 
should begin with stating to himself exactly the idea of a system, 
economy, or constitution of any particular nature, or particular 
anything: and he will, I suppose, find, that it is a one or a whole, 
made up of several parts; but yet, that the several parts even 
considered as a whole do not complete the idea, unless in the 
notion of a whole you include the relations and respects which 
those parts have to each other. Every work both of nature and of 
art is a system: and as every particular thing, both natural and 
artificial, is for some use or purpose out of and beyond itself, 
one may add, to what has been already brought into the idea of a 
system, its conduciveness to this one or more ends. Let us instance 
in a watch — Suppose the several parts of it taken to pieces, and 
placed apart from each other; let a man have ever so exact a 
notion of these several parts, unless he considers the respects and 
relations which they have to each other, he will not have anything 
like the idea of a watch. Suppose these several parts brought to- 
gether and any how united: neither will he yet, be the union ever 
so close, have an idea which will bear any resemblance to that of a 
watch. But let him view those several parts put together, or con- 
sider them as to be put together in the manner of a watch; let 
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him form a notion of the relations which those several parts have 
to each other — all conducive in their respective ways to this 
purpose, showing the hour of the day; and then he has. the 
idea of a watch. Thus it is with regard to the inward frame of 
man.* 


2. For Butler, then, human nature is a system whose constituent 
elements are harmoniously ordered. He examines Several other mean- 
ings of the term “nature” and concludes that if they are employed, 
no ethical distinctions can be made. 


... If by following nature were meant only acting as we please, 
it would indeed be ridiculous to speak of nature as any guide in 
morals: nay the very mention of deviating from nature would be 
absurd; and the mention of following it, when spoken by way of 
distinction, would absolutely have no meaning. For did ever any 
one act otherwise than as he pleased? And yet the ancients speak 
of deviating from nature as vice; and of following nature so much 
as a distinction, that according to them the perfection of virtue 
consists therein. So that language itself should teach people an- 
other sense to the words Following nature, than barely acting as 
we please. 

. .. By nature is often meant no more than some principle in 
man, without regard either to the kind or degree of it. Thus the 
passion of anger, and the affection of parents to their children, 
would be called equally natural. And as the same person hath 
often contrary principles, which at the same time draw contrary 
ways, he may by the same action both follow and contradict his 
nature in this sense of the word; he may follow one passion and 
contradict another. 

- . Nature is frequently spoken of as consisting in those pas- 
sions which are strongest, and most influence the actions; which 
being vicious ones, mankind is in this sense naturally vicious, or 
vicious by nature. Thus St. Paul says of the Gentiles, who were 
dead in trespasses and sins, and walked according to the spirit of 
disobedience, that they were by nature the children of wrath. They 
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could be no otherwise children of wrath by nature, than they were 
vicious by nature.” 


3. Butler proceeds to a careful analysis of human nature as he 
understands it, to establish “that there are as real and the same kind 
of indications in human nature, that we were made for society 
and to do good to our fellow-creatures, as that we were intended 
to take care of our own life and health and private good...” 
He presents a detailed discussion of the appetites and passions and 
of two of the principles which regulate behavior, benevolence and self- 
love. Butler cautions against supposing that these principles are in 
natural opposition. 


First, there is a natural principle of benevolence in man; which 
is in some degree to society, what self-love is to the individual. And 
if there be in mankind any disposition to friendship; if there be 
any such thing as compassion, for compassion is momentary love; 
if there be any such thing as the paternal or filial affections; if 
there be any affection in human nature, the object and end of 
which is the good of another, this is itself benevolence, or the 
love of another. Be it ever so short, be it in ever so low a degree, 
or ever so unhappily confined; it proves the assertion, and points 
out what we were designed for, as really as though it were in a 
higher degree and more extensive. I must, however, remind you 
that though benevolence and self-love are different; though the 
former tends most directly to public good, and the latter to 
private: yet they are so perfectly coincident that the greatest 
satisfactions to ourselves depend upon our having benevolence in 
a due degree; and that self-love is one chief security of our right 
behaviour towards society. It may be added, that their mutual 
coinciding, so that we can scarce promote one without the other 
is equally a proof that we were made for both. 

Secondly, this will further appear, from observing that the 
several passions and affections, which are distinct, both from 
benevolence and self-love, do in general contribute and lead us to 
public good as really as to private. It might be thought too minute 
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and particular, and would carry us too great a length, to dis- 
tinguish between and compare together the several passions or 
appetites distinct from benevolence, whose primary use and inten- 
tion is the security and good of society; and the passions distinct 
from self-love, whose primary intention and design is the security 
and good of the individual. It is enough to the present argument, 
that desire of esteem from others, contempt and esteem of them, 
love of society as distinct from affection to the good of it, indigna- 
tjon against successful vice, that these are public affections or 
passions; have an immediate respect to others, naturally lead us 
to regulate our behaviour in such a manner as will be of service 
to our fellow-creatures. If any or all of these may be considered 
likewise as private affections, as tending to private good; this 
does not hinder them from being public affections too, or destroy 
the good influence of them upon society, and their tendency to 
public good. It may be added, that as persons without any con- 
viction from reason of the desirableness of life, would yet of 
course preserve it merely from the appetite of hunger; so by acting 
merely from regard (suppose) to reputation, without any consid- 
eration of the good of others, men often contribute to public good. 
In both these instances they are plainly instruments in the hands 
of another, in the hands of Providence, to carry on ends, the 
preservation of the individual and good of society, which they 
themselves have not in their view or intention. The sum is, men 
have various appetites, passions, and particular affections, quite 
distinct both from self-love and from benevolence: all of these 
have a tendency to promote both public and private good, and 
may be considered as respecting others and ourselves equally and 
in common: but some of them seem most immediately to respect 
others, or tend to public good; others of them most inimediately 
to respect self, or tend to private good: as the former are not 
benevolence, so the latter are not self-love: neither sort are in- 
stances of our love either to ourselves or others; but only instances 
ofour Maker's care and love both of the irtdividual and the species, 
hat he intended we should be instruments of good to 
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4. Butler criticizes further the erroneous but popular notion that 
there is a natural opposition between self-love and benevolence. 


There seems no other reason to suspect that there is any such 
peculiar contrariety, but only that the courses of action which 
benevolence leads to, has a more direct tendency to promote the 
good of others, than that course of action, which love of reputa- 
tion suppose, or any other particular affection leads to. But that 
any affection tends to the happiness of another, does not hinder 
its tending to one’s own happiness too. That others enjoy the 
benefit of the air and the light of the sun, does not hinder-but 
that these are as much one’s own private advantage now, as they 
would be if we had the property of them exclusive of all others. 
So a pursuit which tends to promote the good of another, yet may 
have as great tendency to promote private interest, as a pursuit 
which does not tend to the good of another at all, or which is 
mischievous to him. All particular affections whatever, resent- 
ment, benevolence, love of arts, equally lead to a course of action 
for their own gratification, i.e., the gratification of ourselves; and 
the gratification of each gives delight: so far then it is manifest 
they have all the same respect to private interest. Now take into 
consideration further, concerning these three pursuits, that the 
end of the first is the harm, of the second, the good of another, 
of the last, somewhat indifferent; and is there any necessity, that 
these additional considerations should alter the respect, which we 
before saw these three pursuits, had to private interest;or render 
any one of them less conducive to it, than any other? Thus one 
man's affection is to honour as his end; in order to obtain which 
he thinks no pains too great. Suppose another, with such a singu- 
larity of mind, as to have the same affection to public good as 
his end, which he endeavours with the same labour to obtain. In 
case of success, surely the man of benevolence hath as great en- 
joyment as the man of ambition; they both equally having the 
end of their affections, in the same degree, tended to: but in case of 
disappointment, the benevolent man has clearly the advantage; 
since endeavouring to do good considered as a virtuous pursuit, 
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is gratified by its own consciousness, i.e., is in a degree its own 
reward.4 


5. After differentiating between self-love and benevolence, Butler 
turns'to the task of refuting the belief popularized by Thomas Hobbes 
that self-love is reducible to the unrestrained gratifications of impulses. 
He points out that any such reduction fails to take into account an 
important distinction: the object of self-love is general and internal, 
i.e., the individual is concerned to achieve a lifetime of happiness, but 
the object of an impulse is particular and external, e.g., the object of 
hunger is food, not the pleasure which arises from eating, and the 
object of revenge is to inflict pain, not the satisfaction of being avenged. 
Clearly, then, since impulses are specific and external, they can be in 
conflict with the long-term objective of self-love. 


Every man hath a general desire of his own happiness; and like- 
wise a variety of particular affections, passions, and appetites 
to particular external objects. The former proceeds from, or is 
self-love; and seems inseparable from all sensible creatures, who 
can reflect upon themselves and their own interest or happiness, 
so as to have that interest an object to their minds: what is to be 
said of the latter is, that they proceed from, or together make up 
that particular nature, according to which man is made. The ob- 
ject the former pursues is somewhat internal, our own happiness, 
enjoyment, satisfaction; whether we have, or have not, a distinct 
particular perception what it is, or wherein it consists: the objects 
of the latter are this or that particular external thing, which the 
affections tend towards, and of which it hath always a particular 
idea or perception. The principle we call self-love never seeks any 
thing external for the sake of the thing, but only as a means of 
happiness or good: particular affections rest in the external things 
themselves. One belongs to man as a reasonable creature reflecting 
upon his own interest or happiness. The other, though quite 
distinct from reason, are as much a part of human nature. 

That all particular appetites and passions are towards external 
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things themselves, distinct from the pleasure arising from them, is 
manifested from hence; that there could not be this pleasure, 
were it not for that prior suitableness between the object and the 
passion: there could be no enjoyment or delight from one thing 
more than another, from eating food more than from swallowing 
a stone, if there were not an affection or appetite to one thing 
more than another. 

Every particular affection, even the love of our neighbour, is as 
really our own affection, as self-love; and the pleasure arising 
from its gratification is as much my own pleasure, as the pleasure 
self-love would have, from knowing I myself should be happy 
some time hence, would be my own pleasure. Aud if, because 
every particular affection is a man's own, and the pleasure arising 
from its gratification his own pleasure, or pleasure to himsel$, 
such particular affection must be called self-love; according to 
this way of speaking, no creature whatever can possibly act but 
merely from self-love; and every action and every affection what- 
ever is to be resolved up into this one principle. But then this is 
not the language of mankind: or if it were, we should want words 
to express the difference, between the principle of an action, pro- 
ceeding from cool consideration that it will be to my own ad- 
vantage; and an action, suppose of revenge, or of friendship, by 
which a man runs upon certain ruin, to do evil or good to another. 
It is manifest the principles of these actions are totally different, 
and so want different words to be distinguished by: all that they 
agree in is, that they both proceed from, and are done to gratify 
an inclination in a man's self. But the principle or inclination in 
one case is self-love: in the other, hatred or love of another. There 
is then a distinction between the cool principle of self-love, or 
general desire of our own happiness, as one part of our nature, 
and one principle of action; and the partieular affections towards 
particular external objects, as another part of our nature, and 
another principle of action. How much soever therefore is to be 
allowed to self-love, yet it cannot be allowed to be the whole of 
our inward constitution; because, you see, there are other parts 
or principles which come into it.* 
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64 Through illustration, Butler strengthens the distinction between 
a governing principle and a particular impulse. He makes manifest 
the natural superiority of the one over the other. 


Man may act according to that principle or inclination which 
for thë present happens to be strongest, and yet act in a way dis- 
proportionate to, and violate his real proper nature. Suppose a 
brute creature by any bait to be allured into a snare, by which he 
is destroyed. He plainly followed the bent of his nature, leading 
him to gratify his appetite: there is an entire correspondence 
between his whole nature and such an action: such action therefore 
is natural, But suppose a man, foreseeing the same danger of cer- 
tain ruin, should rush into it for the sake of a present gratification; 
he in this instance would follow his strongest desire, as did the 
bsute creature: but there would be as manifest a disproportion, 
between the nature of a man and such an action, as between the 
meanest work of art and the skill of the greatest master in that 
art: which disproportion arises, not from considering the action 
singly in itself, or in its consequences; but from comparison of it 
with the nature of the agent. And since such an action is utterly 
disproportionate to the nature of man, it is in the strictest and 
most proper sense unnatural; this word expressing that dispropor- 
tion. Therefore instead of the word disproportionate to his nature, 
the word unnatural may now be put; this being more familiar 
to us: but let it be observed, that it stands for the same thing 
precisely. 

Now what is it which renders such a rash action unnatural? Is it 
that he went against the principle of reasonable and cool self-love, 
considered merely as a part of his nature? No: for if he had acted 
the contrary way, he would equally have gone against a principle, 
or part of his nature, namely, passion or appetite. But to deny a 
present appetite, from foresight that the gratification of it would 
end in immediate ruin or extreme misery, is by no means an 
unnatural action; whereas to contradict or go against cool self- 
love for the sake of such gratification, is so in the instance before 
us. Such an action then being unnatural; and its being so not 
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arising from a man's going against a principle or desire barely, 
nor in going against that principle or desire which happens for the 
present to be strongest; it necessarily follows, that there must be 
some other difference or distinction to be made between these 
two principles, passion and cool self-love, than what I have yet 
taken notice of. And this difference, not being a difference in 
strength or degree, I call a difference in mature and in kind. And 
since, in the instance still before us, if passion prevails over self- 
love, the consequent action is unnatural; but if self-love prevails 
over passion, the action is natural: it is manifest that self-love is 
àn human nature a superior principle to passion. This may be 
contradicted without violating that nature; but the former can- 
not. So that, if we will act conformably to the economy of man's 
nature, reasonable self-love must govern. Thus, without particular 
consideration of conscience, we may have a clear conception of the 
superior nature of one inward principle to another; and see that 
there really is this natural superiority, quite distinct from degrees 
of strength and prevalency.' 


7- The highest of the governing principles is the reflective principle 
of conscience. It both influences and evaluates behavior by means of 
approval and disapproval. 


There is a principle of reflection in men, by which they dis- 
tinguish between, approve and disapprove their own actions. 
We are plainly constituted such sort of creatures as to reflect upon 
our own nature. The mind can take a view of what passes within 
itself, its propensions, aversions, passions, affections, as respecting 
such objects, and in such degrees; and of the several actions conse- 
quent thereupon. In this survey it approves of one, disapproves 
of another, and towards a third is affected in neither of these 
ways, but is quite indifferent. This principle in man, by which he 
approves or disapproves his heart, temper, and actions, is con- 
science; for this is the strict sense of the word, though sometimes 
it is used so as to take in more. And that this faculty tends to 
restrain men from doing mischief to each other, and leads them 
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to dé good, is too manifest to need being insisted upon. Thus a 
parent has the affection of love to his children: this leads him to 
take care of, to educate, to make due provision for them; the 
natural affection leads to this: but the reflection that it is his 
proper, business, what belongs to him, that it is right and com- 
mendable so to do; this added to the affection becomes a much 
more settled principle, and carries him on through more labour 
and difficulties for the sake of his children, than he would undergo 
from that affection alone, if he thought it, and the course of 
action it led to, either indifferent or criminal. This indeed is im- 
possible, to do that which is good and not to approve of it; for 
which reason they are frequently not considered as distinct, 
though they really are: for men often approve of the actions of 
others, which they will not imitate, and likewise do that which 
they approve not. It cannot possibly be denied that there is this 
principle of reflection or conscience in human nature. Suppose a 
man to relieve an innocent person in great distress; suppose the 
same man afterwards, in the fury of anger, to do the greatest 
mischief to a person who had given no just cause of offense; to 
aggravate the injury, add the circumstances of former friendship, 
and obligation from the injured person; let the man who is sup- 
posed to have done these two different actions, coolly reflect upon 
them afterwards, without regard to their consequences to himself: 
to assert that any common man would be affected in the same 
way towards these different actions, that he would make no dis- 
tinction between them, but approve or disapprove them equally, is 
too glaring a falsity to need being confuted. There is therefore 
this principle of reflection or conscience in mankind. Itis needless 
to compare the respect it has to private good, with the respect it 
has to public; since it plainly tends as much to the latter as to the 
former, and is commonly thought to tend chiefly to the latter.* 


8. It has already been pointed out that although benevolence and 
self-love may not always prevail over desire, their lack of power does 
not reduce their proper authority. The same contrast between actual 


power and natural authority is seen to apply to conscience. Even if 
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conscience should fail to control conduct, it possesses its natural au- 
thority undiminished. 


Let us now take a view of the nature of man, as consisting 
partly of various appetites, passions, affections, and partly,of the 
principle of reflection or conscience; leaving quite out all consid- 
eration of the different degrees of strength, in which either of them 
prevail, and it will further appear that there is this natural su- 
periority of one inward principle to another, and that it is even 
part'of the idea of reflection or conscience. 

Passion or appetite implies a direct simple tendency towards 
such and stich objects, without distinction of the means by which 
they are to be obtained. Consequently it will often happen there 
will be a desire of particular objects, in cases where they cannot 
be obtained without manifest injury to others. Reflection or 
conscience comes in, and disapproves the pursuit of them in these 
circumstances; but the desire remains. Which is to be obeyed, 
appetite or reflection? Cannot this question be answered, from 
the economy and constitution of human nature merely, without 
saying which is strongest? Or need this at all come into considera- 
tion? Would not the question be intelligibly and fully answered by 
saying, that the principle of reflection or conscience being com- 
pared with the various appetites, passions, and affections in men, 
the former is manifestly superior and chief, without regard to 
strength? And how often soever the latter happens to prevail, it 
is mere usurpation: the former remains in nature and in kind its 
superior; and every instance of such prevalence of the latter is an 
instance of breaking in upon and violation of the constitution of 
man. 

All this is no more than the distinction, which everybody is ac- 
quainted with, between mere power and authority: only instead of 
being intended to express the difference between what is possible, 
and what is lawful in civil government; here it has been shown 
applicable to the several principles in the mind of man. Thus 
that principle, by which we survey, and either approve or disap- 
prove our own heart, temper, and actions, is not only to be con- 
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sidered as what is in its turn to have some influence; which may 
bé said of every passion, of the lowest appetites: but likewise as 
being superior; as from its very nature manifestly claiming su- 
periority over all others; insomuch that you cannot form a notion 
of this faculty, conscience, without taking in judgment, direction, 
supgrintendency. This is a constituent part of the idea, that is, 
of the faculty itself: and, to preside and govern, from the very 


, economy and constitution of man, belongs to it. Had it strength, 


as it had right; had it power, as it had manifest authority, it 
would absolutely govern the world. 

This gives us a further view of the nature of man; shows us 
what course of life we were made for: not only that our real nature 
leads us to be influenced in some degree by reflection and con- 
science; but likewise in what degree we are to be influenced by it, 
if we will fall in with, and act agreeably to the constitution of our 

*nature: that this faculty was placed within to be our proper gov- 
ernor; to direct and regulate all under principles, passions, and 
motives of action. This is its right and office: thus sacred is its 
authority. And how often soever men violate and rebelliously re- 
fuse to submit to it, for supposed interest which they cannot 
otherwise obtain, or for the sake of passion which they cannot 
otherwise gratify; this makes no alteration as to the natural right 
and office of conscience. 

9. The basis for the authority of conscience does not arise from 
any external source. Rather, the very existence of conscience is its 


own sufficient justification. 
The inquiries which have been made by men of leisure after 
some general rule, the conformity to, or disagreement from which, 
should denominate our actions good or evil, are in many respects 
of great service. Yet let any plain honest man, before he engages 
in any course of action, ask himself, Is this I am going about right, 
or is it wrong? Is it good, or is it evil? I do not in the least doubt, 

but that this question would be answered agreeably to truth-and 
virtue, by almost any fair man in almost any circumstance, ` 
Neither do there appear any cases which look like/€xceptions. to 
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this; but those of superstition, and of partiality to ourselves. Su- 
perstition may perhaps be somewhat of an exception: but partiality 
to ourselves is not; this being itself dishonesty. For a man to judge 
that to be the equitable, the moderate, the right part for him to 
act, which he would see to be hard, unjust, oppressive in another; 
this is plain vice, and can proceed only from great unfairness of 
mind. i 
But allowing that mankind hath the rule of right within him- 


self, yet it may be asked, “What obligations are we under to at- ° 


tend to and follow it?” I answer: it has been proved that man by 
his nature is a law to himself, without the particular distinct con- 
sideration of the positive sanctions of that law; the rewards and 
punishments which we feel, and those which from the light of 
reason we have ground to believe, are annexed to it. The question 
then carries its own answer along with it. Your obligation to obey 
this law, is its being the law of your nature. That your conscience® 
approves of and attests to such a course of action, is itself alone 
an obligation. Conscience does not only offer itself to show us the 
way we should walk in, but it likewise carries its own authority 
with it, that it is our natural guide; the guide assigned us by the 
Author of our nature: it therefore belongs to our condition of 
being, it is our duty to walk in that path, and follow this guide, 
without looking about to see whether we may not possibly forsake 
them with impunity. 


10. Butler summarizes the basic points of his ethical theory in the 
following manner: 


. . . We may from it form a distinct notion of what is meant by 
human nature, when virtue is said to consist in following it, and 
vice in deviating from it. 

As the idea of a civil constitution implies in it united strength, 
various subordinations, under one direction, that of the supreme 
authority; the different strength of each particular member of the 
society not coming into the idea; whereas, if you leave out the 
subordination, the union, and the one direction, you destroy and 
lose it: so reason, several appetites, passions, and affections, pre- 
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vailing in different degrees of strength, is not that idea or notion 
of human nature; but that nature consists in these several principles 
considered as having a natural respect to each other, in the several 
passions being naturally subordinate to the one superior principle 
of reflection or conscience. Every bias, instinct, propension within, 
is a natural part of our nature, but not the whole: add to these the 
superior faculty, whose office it is to adjust, manage, and preside 
ever them, and take in this its natural superiority, and you com- 
plete the idea of human nature. And as in civil government the 
constitution is broken in upon, and violated by power and strength 
prevailing over authority; so the constitution of man is broken 
in upon and violated by the lower faculties or principles within 
prevailing over that which is in its nature supreme over them all. 
Thus, when it is said by ancient writers, that tortures and death 
are not so contrary to human nature as injustice; by this to be 
sure is not meant, that the aversion to the former in mankind is 
less strong and prevalent than their aversion to the latter: but 
that the former is only contrary to our nature considered in a 
partial view, and which takes in only the lowest part of it, that 
which we have in common with the brutes; whereas the latter is 
contrary to our nature, considered in a higher sense, as a system 
and constitution contrary to the whole economy of man. 

Every man, in his physical nature is one individual single agent. 
He has likewise properties and principles, each of which may be 
considered separately, and without regard to the respects which 
they have to each other. Neither of these are the nature we are 
taking a view of. But it is the inward frame of man considered 
as a system or constitution: whose several parts are united, not 
by a physical principle of individuation, but by the respects they 
have to each other; the chief of which is the subjection which the 
appetites, passions, and particular affections have to the one 
supreme principle of reflection or conscience. The system or 
constitution is formed by and consists in these respects and this 
subjection. Thus, the body is a system or constitution: so is a tree: 
so is every machine. Consider all the several parts of a tree, with- 
out the natural respects they have to each other, and you have 
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not at all the idea of a tree; but add these respects, and this gives 
you the idea. The body may be impaired by sickness, a tree may 
decay, a machine be out of order, and yet the system and consti- 
tution of them not totally dissolved. There is plainly somewhat 
which answers to all this in the moral constitution of man. Who- 
ever will consider his own nature, will see that the several appe- 
tites, passions, and particular affections, have different respects 
amongst themselves. They are restraints upon, and are in propor, 
tion to each other. This proportion is just and perfect, when all 
those under principles ate perfectly coincident with conscience, so 
far as their nature permits, and in all cases, under its absolute and 
entire direction. The least excess or defect, the least alteration 
of the due proportions amongst themselves, or of their coincidence 
with conscience, though not proceeding into action, is some degree 
of disorder in the moral constitution. But perfection, though 
plainly intelligible and unsupposable, was never attained by any 
man. If the higher principle of reflection maintains its place, and 
as much as it can corrects that disorder, and hinders it from break- 
ing out into action, this is all that-can be expected from such a 
creature as man. And though the appetites and passions have not 
their exact due proportion to each other; though they often strive 
for mastery with judgment or reflection: yet, since the superiority 
of this principle to all others is the chief respect which forms the 
constitution, so far as this superiority is maintained, the charac- 
ter, the man, is good, worthy, virtuous.! 


» 


Questions 


1, What does Butler mean when he says that virtue consists in “act- 
ing according to nature" and vice consists in "acting contrary to 
nature"? 

2. Discuss Butler's conception of “nature” and “human nature." To 
what difficulties do the popular misconceptions of human nature 
lead? 

3. Reconstruct Butler's argument against the belief that self-love and 
benevolence are naturally opposed. Do you regard his position a 
sound one? 
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. How does Butler refute the Hobbesian doctrine that self-love is 
nothing but the unlimited gratification of impulses? 


. List \Butler’s “governing principles" in human nature. How is 


“conscience” related to the other principles? 


. Discuss Butler's contention that the authority of conscience does 


qnot arise from any external source. 
. Explain what Butler means when he asserts that “every man is 
naturally a law unto himself." 


. In what respects is Butler's conception of "conscience" different 


from popular conceptions? In what respects is it similar? 


. How do you think Butler would respond to the objection that the 


consciences of men are not all the same? 

. What attitude does Butler take to the anti-religious sentiments of 
his contemporaries? To what extent, if any, does he employ theologi- 
cal arguments to support his ethical theory? 
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DUTY AND REASON 


Immanuel Kant 


L is said of Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) that “his failures are 
more important than most men’s successes.” This man, whose 
writings are prerequisite reading for all who desire to understand 
nineteenth and twentieth-century thought, lived a life singularly 
without incident. Kant lived by routine, and, although he had 
many friends, he never married and never ventured more than 
forty miles from Kónigsberg, East Prussia, the city of his birth 
and death. The German writer Heine, although without doubt 
exercising some poetic license, has immortalized Kant as an auto- 
n.aton: “Rising, coffee-drinkiny, writing, lecturing, dining, walk- 
ing each had its set time. And when Immanuel Kant, in his gray 
coat, cane in hand, appeared at the door of his house, and strolled 
towards the small avenue of linden trees which is still called 
‘The Philosopher’s Walk,’ the neighbors knew it was exactly half- 
past-three by the clock.” 

The Kant family -belonged to the lower middle class and was 
devoutly religious. In recognition of his son’s academic ability and 
because of the family’s religious persuasion, Immanuel’s father 
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sent him to the local Pietistic College to prepare for the ministry. 
Immanuel continued his studies at the University of Königsberg, 
and became increasingly interested in natural science and phi- 
losophy. Between the years of 1746 and 175; he supported himself 
as a private teacher for various landed families in and around his 
native city. He was then appointed to an instructorship at his 
University and finally, in the year 1770, was promoted to a full 
Professorship. Kant was a popular and successful teacher. Perhaps 
surprisingly for one who was so rigorous in his own thinking, he is 
reputed to have given the following advice in practical pedagogy: 
“Attend most to the student of middle ability, the dunces are 
beyond help, and the geniuses help themselves." 

Kant's inner life was as dramatic as his outer life was drab: he 
renounced the external and emotional side of religion; he evolved 
from a man-of-letters philosopher with a free and flowing style of 
writing and thinking into a "critical" philosopher with a labored 
style of presenting uncompromisingly profound thoughts; he 
transformed a spontaneous scientific curiosity into an impulse to 
explore the foundations of science; at first a passive follower of an 
accepted school of philosophy, he became the innovator of an 
important school of thought. What is more, he took a passionate 
interest in the American and French revolutions. The conservative 
outer mien of Kant was a deceptive facade for the inner Kant. 

The most important of Kant's scientific writings is his General 
Natural History and Theory of the Heavens (1755), in which he ac- 
counts for the origin of the solar systera by formulating the nebular 
hypothesis. His revolutionary philosophical work is Critigue of 
Pure Reason (1781), in which he is concerned to demonstrate that 
it is possible to have certain knowledge in the natural sciences and 
mathematics. In his Cri'que of Judgment (1790) he analyzes 
aesthetics and biology. Kant endeavors to show the foundations 
of genuine morality in The Fundamental Principles of the Meta- 
physics of Morals (1785) and the Critique of Practical Reason 
(1788); in the latter he investigates the implications of morality 


for religion. 
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The direction of Kant’s philosophical interests is revealed in 
his reflection that “two things fill the mind with ever new and 
increasing admiration and awe... the starry heavens above and 
the moral law within.” His concern is with nature and morality. 
Against the background of eighteenth-century scepticism, which 
called into question the foundations of scientific knowledge and 
morality, he proposes a comprehensive system of the universe in 
which their certainty is guaranteed. According to Kant, sceptia 
cism results from the error of seeking a basis for certainty where 
it cannot be found, in the content of experience. The grounds of 
certainty, he asserts, are located in the form of reason itself. Ac- 
cordingly, he undertakes an intensive examination of the nature 
of thought to show how we can have certain knowledge of both 
scientific facts and moral duties. 

Kant demonstrates by an analysis of the nature of the mental 
processes and of knowledge that the necessity and universality of 
scientific knowledge are guaranteed by the laws of the mind.’ He 
calls these laws the “categories of the understanding.” They are 
the forms of all possible knowledge and are not limited to some 
specific content. For example, it is the nature of the mind to think 
in accordance with the principle that every event must have a 
cause. The principle of causality is one of the categories of the 
understanding. Thus, despite our ignorance of the cause of a 
given disease, we are nevertheless certain that it has a cause, and 
this certainty is a product of mind, not of observation. Although 
it is generally held that nature itself provides the causal order of 
our experience, Kant reverses this position, insisting that it is 
the mind which orders our experience causally. Otherwise, we could 
not be certain, as we are, of the causal interconnection of events; 
for, while experience teaches us what actually happens, it does 
not teach us what necessarily happens. The categories are 4 priori 
— that is, they are not derived from experience; they are uni- 
versally applicable to experience; and they are .the necessary 


1 It must be added that what Kant opposes in scepticism is its theory that knowledge 
of experience or appearances (phenomena) cannot be certain. According to his theory, it is 
knowledge of ultimate reality or “ things-in-themselves " (noumena) which is impossible. 
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preconditions of empirical knowledge. Furthermore, although all 
knowledge necessarily begins with experience, the a priori struc- 
ture of it cannot be gotten by induction from experience, but 
can be understood only through examining the presuppositions of 
our orderly experience of nature. 

Im his search for the grounds of the validity of ethics, Kant em- 
ploys the same method by which he establishes the grounds of the 
certainty of science. A valid moral principle, he tells us, must be 
independent of the empirical data of morality if it is to be binding 
upon all men. In short, a genuine morality, ;.e., a morality which 
is objectively and universally binding, requires an a priori foun- 
dation. Kant believes that ordinary moral consciousness, or con- 
science, reveals to every man that moral precepts are universal 
and necessary — they are valid for all rational beings. 

Universal obligation, according to Kant, cannot be discovered 
by studying such empirical data as human desires or inclinations, 
for these vary from one person to another. The universal basis of 
morality in man must lie in his rational nature, since this alone 
is the same in everyone. No so-called moral law is valid if it is 
not rational, that is to say, if it cannot be applied to all rational 
beings without contradiction. Or, putting it another way, a moral 
principle must be such that a man can will that all men, including 
himself, should act upon it. Kant uses the test of consistency as 
the core of the fundamental moral law, which he calls the cate- 
gorical imperative: those actions are right which conform to prin- 


` ciples one can consistently will to be principles for all men, and 


those actions are wrong which are based upon maxims that a 
rational creature could not will that all men should follow. 
Through the categorical imperative, then, we are enabled to 
distinguish right from wrong actions. However, Kant tells us, it 
is not only the test but it is also the unconditional directive for 
behavior. It is binding upon everyone because each rational man 
acknowledges his obligation to follow reason. The categorical im- 
perative is, in fact, the only basis for determining our duties. 
Kant argues that the validity of the basic moral law is not affected 
by the fact that it is probably not employed in actual conduct. 
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Reason prescribes duty, and the moral law holds whether or not 
men actually follow it. ; 


I. As a preliminary to his construction of a pure moral phitosophy, 
Kant makes a critical analysis of the commonly accepted “geod” 
things, like health, wealth, and friendship. Asking under what condi- 


tions these may be considered good, he concludes that they are not good ° 


under all circumstances, but only insofar as they are conjoined with 
something that is unqualifiedly good — a good will. To Kant, a 
good will represents the effort of a rational being to do what he.ought 
to do, rather than to act from inclination or self-interest. 


Nothing can possibly be conceived in the world, or even out of 
it, which can be called good without qualification, except a Good’ 
Will. Intelligence, wit, judgment, and the other talents of the 
mind, however they may be named, or courage, resolution, perse- 
verance, as qualities of temperament, are undoubtedly good and 
desirable in many respects; but these gifts of nature may also 
become extremely bad and mischievous if the will which is to 
make use of them, and which, therefore, constitutes what is called 
character, is not good. It is the same with the gifts of fortune. Power, 
riches, honour, even health, and the general well-being and con- 
tentment with one’s condition which is called Aappiness, inspire 
pride, and often presumption, if there is not a good will to correct 
the influence of these on the mind, and with this also to rectify 
the whole principle of acting, and adapt it to its end. The sight 
of a being who is not adorned with a singie feature of a pure and 
good will, enjoying unbroken prosperity, can never give pleasure 
to an impartial rational spectator. Thus a good will appears to 
constitute the indispensable condition even of being worthy of 
happiness. 

There are even some qualities which are of service to this good 
will itself, and may facilitate its action, yet which have no in- 
trinsic unconditional value, but always presuppose a good will, 
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and this qualifies the esteem that we justly have for them, and 
does not permit us to regard them as absolutely good. Moderation 
in the affections and passions, self-control and calm deliberation 
are not only good in many respects, but even seem to constitute 
part of the intrinsic worth of the person; but they are far from 
deserving to be called good without qualification, although they 
have been so unconditionally praised by the ancients. For without 
the principles of a good will, they may become extremely bad, 
and the coolness of a villain not only makes him far more danger- 
ous, but also directly makes him more abominable in our eyes 
than he would have been without it.* 


2. The good will is not good because it achieves good results. Even 
if it were unable to attain the ends it seeks, it would still be good in 
itself and have a higher worth than the superficial things gained by 
immoral actions. 


A good will is good not because of what it performs or effects, 
not by its aptness for the attainment of some proposed end, but 
simply by virtue of the volition, that is, it is good in itself, and 
considered by itself is to be esteemed much higher than all that 
can be brought about by it in favour of any inclination, nay, 
even of the sum total of all inclinations. Even if it should happen 
that, owing to special disfavour of fortune, or the niggardly pro- 
vision of a step-motherly nature, this will should wholly lack 
power to accomplish its purpose, if with its greatest efforts it 
should yet achieve nothing, and there should remain only the good 
will (not, to be sure, a mere wish, but the summoning of all means 
in our power), then, like a jewel, it would still shine by its own 
light, as a thing which has its whole value in itself. Its usefulness 
or fruitlessness can neither add to nor take away anything from 
this value. It would be, as it were, only the setting to enable us to 
handle it the more conveniently in common commerce, or to at- 
tract to it the attention of those who are not yet connoisseurs, 
but not to recommend it to true connoisseurs, or to determine its 


value.^ 
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3. Experience shows that reason is a very inefficient instrument for 
the achievement of happiness. If nature intended man for happiness, 
it would have provided an instinct to this end. What we observe is 
that the more a man cultivates his reason, the less likely he is to find 
happiness. Kant concludes that reason is not intended to produce 
happiness, but to produce a good will. 7 


There is, however, something so strange in this idea of the abso» 


lute value of the mere will, in which no account is taken of its 
utility, that notwithstanding the thorough assent of even common 
reason to the idea, yet a suspicion must arise that it may perhaps 
really be the product of mere high-flown fancy, and that we may 
have misunderstood the purpose of nature in assigning reason as 
the governor of our will. Therefore we will examine this idea from 
this point of view. > 
In the physical constitution of an organized being, that is, a 
being adapted suitably to the purposes of life, we assume it as a 
fundamental principle that no organ for any purpose will be found 
but what is also the fittest and best adapted for that purpose. 
Now in a being which has reason and a will, if the proper object 
of nature were its conservation, its welfare, in a word, its happiness, 
then nature would have hit upon a very bad arrangement in 
selecting the reason of the creature to carry out this purpose. 
For all the actions which the creature has to perform with a view 
to this purpose, and the whole rule of its conduct, would. be far 
more surely prescribed to it by instinct, and that end would have 
been attained thereby much more certainly than it ever can be 
by reason. Should reason have been communicated to this fav- 
oured creature over and above, it must only have served it.to 
contemplate the happy constitution of its nature, to admire it, 


* It is to be noted that in emphasizing duty rather than happiness in his ethical theory, 
. Kant does not deny that happiness is desirable for man. While he holds that the immedi- 
ate object of reason is the production of a good will, which is the supreme good (supremum 
bonum), he acknowledges that a man of good will deserves happiness. The supreme good — 
i.e., virtue — when conjoined with happiness in proportion to it, constitutes the greatest 
good (summum bonum). 
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to' congratulate itself thereon, and to feel thankful for it to the 
beneficent cause, but not that it should subject its desires to that 
weak and delusive guidance, and meddle bunglingly with the pur- 
pose of nature. In a word, nature would have taken care that reason 
shoyld not break forth into practical exercise, nor have the pre- 
sumption, with its weak insight, to think out for itself the plan 

, of happiness, and of the means of attaining it. Nature would not 
only have taken on herself the choice of the ends, but also of the 
means, and with wise foresight would have entrusted both to 
instinct. 

And, in fact, we find that the more a cultivated reason applies 
itself with deliberate purpose to the enjoyment of life and happi- 
ness, so much the more does the man fail of true satisfaction. And 
from this circumstance there arises in many, if they are candid 

"enough to confess it, a certain degree of misology, that is, hatred 
of reason, especially in the case of those who are most experienced 
| in the use of it, because after calculating all the advantages they 
derive, I do not say from the invention of all the arts of common 
luxury, but even from the sciences (which seem to them to be 
after all only a luxury of the understanding), they find that they 
have, in fact, only brought more trouble on their shoulders, rather 
than gained in happiness; and they end by envying, rather than 
despising, the more common stamp of men who keep closer to the 
D guidance of mere instinct, and do not allow their reason much 
influence on their conduct. And this we must admit, that the 
judgment of those who would very much lower the lofty eulogies 
of the advantages which reason gives us in. regard to the happiness 
and satisfaction of life, or who would even reduce them below 
zero, is by no means morose or ungrateful to the goodness with 
which the world is governed, but that there lies at the root of 
these judgments the idea that our existence has a different and 
far nobler end, for which, and not for happiness, reason is properly 
intended, and which must, therefore, be regarded as the supreme 
condition to which the private ends of man must, for the most 
part, be postponed. 
For as reason is not competent to guide the will with certainty 
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in regard to its objects and the satisfaction of all our wants 
(which it to some extent even multiplies), this being an end to 
which an implanted instinct would have led with much greater 
certainty; and since, nevertheless, reason is imparted to us as a 
practical faculty, i.e., as one which is to have influence on the will, 
therefore, admitting that nature generally in the distribution of 
her capacities has adapted the means to the end, its true destina- 
tion must be to produce a wi//, not merely good as a means to 
something else, but good in itself, for which reason was absolutely 
necessary. This will then, though not indeed the sole and complete 
good, must be the supreme good and the condition of every other, 
even of the desire of happiness. Under these circumstances, there 
is nothing inconsistent with the wisdom of nature in the fact that 
the cultivation of the reason, which is requisite for the first and 
unconditional purpose, does in many ways interfere, at least in’ 
this life, with the attainment of the second, which is always con- 
ditional, namely, happiness. Nay, it may even reduce it to nothing, 
without nature thereby failing of her purpose. For reason recog- 
nizes the establishment of a good will as its highest practical 
destination, and in attaining this purpose is capable only of a 
satisfaction of its own proper kind, namely, that from the attain- 
ment of'an end, which end again is determined by reason only, 


notwithstanding that this may involve many a disappointment to 
the ends of inclination. 


4. Kant then proceeds to explain the relationship between good 
will and duty: a good will is one which acts for the sake of duty. 
Indeed, human actions have moral worth only if they are performed 
from duty. Actions that result from inclination or self-interest may 
be praiseworthy if they happen, for whatever reason, to accord ‘with 
duty, but they are not “moral.” For example, a man who preserves 
his life in routine conformity to duty is acting from an inclination 
which is according to duty, but not from duty. On the other hand, to 


preserve life when it has become a burden, only because duty requires 
it, is morally correct. 
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Kant does not mean that doing one's duty is always, or even gen- 
erally, unpleasant. However, when our desires lead to actions which 
happen to conform to duty, we cannot be sure that the consciousness 
of duty, rather than inclination, was our motive. We can better dis- 
cern*the efficacy of dutifulness where it stands alone or in opposition 
to other motives. This, not disapproval of ordinary human motives, 


* is what leads Kant to choose examples which are rather cold and 


unpleasant. 

Kant warns that those who fail to understand properly the concept 
of duty may be tempted to act from motives which may be in accord- 
ance with duty or may be contrary to it. But even action in accordance 
with duty is not enough; only respect for duty makes an action moral. 


© We have then to develop the notion of a will which deserves to 
be highly esteemed for itself, and is good without a view to any- 
thing further, a notion which exists already in the sound natural 
understanding, requiring rather to be cleared up than to be taught, 
and which in estimating the value of our actions always takes the 
first. place, and constitutes the condition of all the rest. In order 
to do this we will take the notion of duty, which includes that of 
a good will, although implying certain subjective restrictions and 
hindrances. These, however, far’ from concealing it, or rendering 
it unrecognisable, rather bring it out by contrast, and make it 
shine forth so much the brighter. 

I omit here all actions which are already recognised as incon- 
sistent with duty, although they may be useful for this or that 
purpose, for with these the question whether they are done from 
duty cannot arise at all, since they even conflict with it. I also set 
aside those actions which really conform to duty, but to which 
men have no direct inclination, performing them because they 
are impelled thereto by some other inclination. For in this case 
we can readily distinguish whether the action which agrees with 
duty is done from duty, or from a selfish view. It is much harder to 
make this distinction when the action accords with duty, and the 
subject has besides a direct inclination to it. For example, it is 
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always a matter of duty that a dealer should not overcharge an 
inexperienced purchaser, and wherever there is much commerce 
the prudent tradesman does not overcharge, but keeps a fixed 
price for everyone, so that a child buys of him as well as any 
other. Men are thus Honestly served; but this is not enough to 
make us believe that the tradesman has so acted from duty'and 
from principles of honesty: his own advantage required it; it is 
out of the question in this case to suppose that he might besides ' 
have a direct inclination in favour of the buyers, so that as it 
were, from love he should give no advantage to one over another. 
Accordingly the action was done neither from duty nor from direct 
inclination, but merely with a selfish view. 

On the other hand, it is a duty to maintain one's life; and, in 
addition, everyone has also a direct inclination to do so. But on 
this account the often anxious care which most men take for it» 
has no intrinsic worth, and their maxim has no moral import. 
They preserve their life as duty requires, no doubt, but not because 
duty requires. On the other hand, if adversity and hopeless sorrow 
have completely taken away the relish for life; if the unfortunate 
one, strong in mind, indignant at his fate rather than desponding 
or dejected, wishes for death, and yet preserves his life without 
loving it — not from inclination or fear, but from duty — then 
his maxim has a moral worth.? 


5. By the use of an illustration, Kant differentiates merely praise- — » 
worthy behavior from moral action. Altruistic actions which result 
from feelings of sociability deserve praise and encouragement, but 
they cannot be classified as possessing strictly moral value. 


To be beneficent when we can is a duty; and besides this, there 
are many minds so sympathetically constituted that, without any 
other motive of vanity or self-interest, they find a pleasure in 
spreading joy around them, and can take delight in the satisfac- 
tion of others so far as it is their own work. But I maintain that 
in such a case an action of this kind, however proper, however 
amiable it may be, has nevertheless no true moral worth, but is 
on a level with other inclinations, e.g., the inclination to honour,. 
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which, if it is happily directed to that which is in fact of public 
utility and accordant with duty, and consequently honourable, 
deserves praise and encouragement, but not esteem. For the 
maxim lacks the moral import, namely, that such actions be done 
from “uty, not from inclination. Put the case that the mind of 
that philanthropist were clouded by sorrow of his own, extinguish- 
“ng all sympathy with the lot of others, and that while he still 
has the power to benefit others in distress, he is not touched by 
their trouble because he is absorbed with his own; and now sup- 
pose that he tears himself out of this dead insensibility, and per- 
forms the action without any inclination to it, but simply from 
duty, then first has his action its genuine moral worth. Further 
still; if nature has put little sympathy in the heart of this or that 
man; if he, supposed to be an upright man, is by temperament 
cold and indifferent to the sufferings of others, perhaps because in 
respect of his own he is provided with the special gift of patience 
and fortitude, and supposes, or even requires, that others should 
have the same — and such a man would certainly not be the 
meanest product of nature — but if nature had not specially 
framed him for a philanthropist, would he not still find in himself 
a source from whence to give himself a far higher worth than that 
of a good-natured temperament could be? Unquestionably. It is 
just in this that the moral worth of the character is brought out 
which is -incomparably the highest of all, namely, that he is 
beneficent, not from inclination, but from duty.* 


6. Kant's first ethical proposition, then, is that an act must be 
done from duty in order to have moral worth. His second proposition 
is a development from the first: an act done from duty derives its 
moral value, not from the results it produces, but from the principle 


by which it is determined. 


The second proposition is: That an action done from duty de- 
rives its moral worth, not from the purpose which is to be attained 
by it, but from the maxim by which it is determined, and there- 
forz does not depend on the realization of the object of the action, 
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but merely on the principle of volition by which the action has 
taken place, without regard to any object of desire. It is clear 
from what precedes that the purposes which we may have in 
view in our actions, or their effects regarded as ends and springs 
of the will, cannot give to actions any unconditional or moral 
worth. In what, then, can their worth lie, if it is not to consist in 


the will and in reference to its expected effect? It cannot lie any- 


where but in the principle of the will without regard to the ends 
which can be attained by the action.‘ 


7- The first two propositions lead Kant to a definition of duty. 
The morally right action is one done solely out of reverence for the 
law, and its unique and unconditioned worth is derived from this 
source. : 


The third proposition, which is a consequence of the two pre- 
ceding, I would express thus: Duty is the necessity of acting from 
respect for the law. I may have inclination for an object as’ the 
effect of my proposed action, but I cannot have respect for it, 
just for this reason, that it is an effect and not an energy of will. 
Similarly, I cannot have respect for inclination, whether my own 
or another's; I can at most, if my own, approve it; if another’s, 
sometimes even love it; i.e., look on it as favourable to my own 
interest. It is only what is connected with my will as a principle, 
by no means as an effect — what does not subserve my inclina- 
tion, but overpowers it, or at least in case of choice excludes it 
from its calculation — in other words, simply the law of itself, 
which can be an object of respect, and hence a command. Now 
an action done from duty must wholly exclude the influence of 
inclination, and with it every object of the will, so that nothing 
remains which can determine the will except objectively the /aw, 
and subjectively pure respect for this practical law, and conse- 
quently the maxim that I should follow this law even to the 
thwarting of all my inclinations. 

Thus the moral worth of an action does not lie in the effect 
expected from it, nor in any principle of action which requires to 
borrow its motive from this expected effect. For all these effects — 
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agreeableness of one’s condition, and even the promotion of the 
happiness of others — could have been also brought about by 
other causes, so that for this there would have been no need of 
the will of a rational being; whereas it is in this alone that the 
supreme and unconditional good can be found. The pre-eminent 
good which we call moral can therefore consist in nothing else 
than the conception of law in itself, which certainly is only possible 
in a rational being, in so far as this conception, and not the ex- 
pected effect, determines the will. This is a good which is already 
present in the person who acts accordingly, and we have not to 
wait for it to appear first in the result. 


8. The supreme principle or law of morality which the good man 
must follow is the “categorical imperative.” Rational beings, to the 
txtent that they act rationally, will always be guided by ethical prin- 
ciples or maxims which can be adopted by everyone else without gen- 


erating any contradiction. 

But what sort of law can that be, the conception of which must 
determine the will, even without paying any regard to the effect 
expected from it, in order that this will may be called good abso- 
lutely and without qualification? As I have deprived the will of 
every impulse which could arise to it from obedience to any law, 
there remains nothing but the universal conformity of its actions 
to law in general, which alone is to serve the will as a principle, 
i.e., I am never to act otherwise than so that I could also will that 
my maxim should become a universal law. Here now, it is the simple 
conformity to law in general, without assuming any particular 
law applicable to certain actions, that serves the will as its prin- 
ciple, and must so serve it, if duty is not to be a vain delusion 
and a chimerical notion. The common reason of men in its prac- 
tical judgments perfectly coincides with this, and always has in 
view the principle here suggested. Let the question be, for ex- 
ample: May I when in distress make a promise with the intention 
not to keep it? I readily distinguish here between the two sig- 
nifications which the question may have: Whether it is prudent, 
or whether it is right, to make a false promise. The former may 
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undoubtedly often be the case. I see clearly indeed that it is not 
enough to extricate myself from a’present difficulty by means of 
this subterfuge, but it must be well considered whether there 
may not hereafter spring from this lie much greater inconvenience 
than that from which I now free myself, and as, with all my»sup- 
posed cunning, the consequences cannot be so easily foreseen but 
that credit once lost may be much more injurious to me than any 
mischief which I seek to avoid at present, it should be considered 
whether it would not be more prudent to act herein-according to a 
universal maxim, and to make it a habit to promise nothing 
except with the intention of keeping it. But it is soon clear to 
me that such a maxim will still only be based on the fear of conse- 
quences. Now it is a wholly different thing to be truthful from 
duty, and to be so from apprehension of injurious consequences, 
In the first case, the very notion of the action already implies a 
law for me; in the second case, I must first look about elsewhere 
to see what results may be combined with it which would affect 
myself. For to deviate from the principle of duty is beyond all 
doubt wicked; but to be unfaithful to my maxim of prudence may 
often be very advantageous to me, although to abide by it is 
certainly safer. The shortest way, however, and an unerring one, 
to discover the answer to this question whether a lying promise is 
consistent with duty, is to ask myself, Should I be content that 
my maxim (to extricate myself from difficulty by a false promise) 
should hold good as a universal law, for myself as well as for 
others? and should I be able to say to myself, “Every one may 
make a deceitful promise when he finds himself in a difficulty from 
which he cannot otherwise extricate himself”? Then I presently 
become aware that while I can will the lie, I can by no means will 
that lying should be a universal law. For with such a law there 
would be no promises at all, since it would be in vain to allege 
my intention in regard to my future actions to those who would 
not believe this allegation, or if they over-hastily did so, would 
pay me back in my own coin. Hence my maxim, as soon as it 
should be made a universal law, would necessarily destroy it- 
self. 
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9* Kant distinguishes the categorical imperative from hypotheti- 
cal imperatives. The former, an unconditional directive, prescribes 
actions to be done because of the moral worth of the maxim, and not 
for the sake of some consequence that may result. By contrast, a 
hypothetical imperative is a conditional directive which advises us 
what ought to be done if a desired goal is to be achieved. For example, 
“One ought to tell the truth as a matter of princip LUI orical 


7 


The conception of an objective pri in “So fa£ às Ei 
obligatory for a will, is called a comma id; (of reason), and € 
formula of the command is called an Impefative. AA 

* All imperatives are expressed by the wo gt (or shall); 2 
thereby indicate the relation of an objectiveNa ason” 
will, which from its subjective constitution is not necessarily de- 
termined by it (an obligation). They say that something would 
be good to do or to forbear, but they say it to a will which does 
not always do a thing because it is conceived to be good to do it. 
That is practically good, however, which determines the: will by : 
means of the conceptions of reason, and consequently not from 
subjective causes, but objectively, that is on principles which are 
valid for every rational being as such. ‘It is distinguished from the 
pleasant, as that which-influences the will only by means of sensa- 
tion from merely subjective causes, valid only for the sense of 
this or that one, and not as a principle of reason, which holds for 


every one... 
Now all imperatives command either hypothetically or cate- 


gorically. The former represent the practical necessity of a possible 
action as means to something else that is willed (or at least which 
one might possibly will). The categorical imperative would be 
‘that which represented an action as necessary of itself without 
reference to another end, 7.¢., as objectively necessary. 

Since every practical law represents a possible action as good, 
and on this account, for a subject who is practically determinable 
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by reason, necessary, all imperatives are formulae determining an 
action which is necessary according-to the principle of a will good 
in some respects. If now the action is good only as a means /o 
something else, then the imperative is hypothetica/; if it is conceived 
as good in itse/f and consequently as being necessarily the principle 
of a will which of itself conforms to reason, then it is categorical.’ 


zo. His first explicit formulation of the categorical imperative re- 


quires an individual to obey a maxim which can, without contradic- 
tion, be willed to be a rule for everyone. This means that the essence 
of morality lies in acting on the basis of an impersonal principle 
which is valid for everyone, including oneself. 


When I conceive a hypothetical imperative in general I do not 
know beforehand what it will contain until I am given the condi- 
tion [under which it is imperative, viz., the desire which makes this 
imperative suitable to my purposes]. But when I conceive a cate- 
gorical imperative I know at once what it contains. For as the 
imperative contains besides the law only the necessity that the 
maxims shall conform to this law, while the law contains no condi- 
tions restricting it, there remains nothing but the general state- 
ment that the maxim of the action should conform to a universal 
law, and it is this conformity alone that the imperative properly 
represents as necessary. 

There is therefore but onc categorical imperative, namely this: 
Act only on that maxim whereby thou canst at the same time will 
that it should become a universal law. 

Now if all imperatives of duty can be deduced from this one 
imperative as from their principle, then, although it should re- 
main undecided whether what is called duty is not merely a vain 
notion, yet at least we shall be able to show what we understand 
by it and what this notion means. 

Since the universality of the law according to which effects are 
produced constitutes what is properly called ature in the most 
general sense (as to form), that is the existence of things as far 
as it is determined by general laws, the imperative of duty may 
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Be expressed thus: Act as if the maxim of thy action were to become 
by thy will a Universal Law of Nature 


II. Kant conceives the categorical imperative to be a two-fold test. 
It requires first, that maxims for moral action be universalized with- 
out logical contradiction, and second, that they be universal direc- 
tives for action which do not bring the will into disharmony with 
itself by requiring it to will one thing for itself and another thing for 
others. Kant illustrates failure at the former level with the first two 
examples which follow, and failure at the latter level with the second 
two examples. 


1. A man reduced to despair by a series of misfortunes feels 
wearied of life, but is still so far in possession of his reason that he 
' can ask himself whether it would not be contrary to his duty to 
himself to take his own life. Now he inquires whether the maxim 
of his action could become a universal law of nature. His maxim 
is: From self-love I adopt it as a .principle to shorten my life 
when its longer duration is likely to bring more evil than satisfac- 
tion. It is asked then simply whether this principle founded on 
self-love can become a universal law of nature. Now we see at 
once that a system of nature of which it should be a law to destroy 
life by means of the very feeling whose special nature it is to impel 
to the improvement of life would contradict itself, and therefore 
could not exist as a system of nature; hence that maxim cannot 
possibly exist as a universal law of nature, and consequently would 
be wholly inconsistent with the supreme principle of all duty. 

2. Another finds himself forced by necessity to borrow money. 
He knows that he will not be able to repay it, but sees also that 
nothing will be lent to him, unless he promises stoutly to repay 
it in a definite time. He desires to make this promise, but he has 
still so much conscience as to ask himself: Is it not unlawful and 
inconsistent with duty to get out of a difficulty in this way? 
Suppose, however, that he resolves to do so, then the maxim of 
his action would be expressed thus: When I think myself in want 
of money, I will borrow money and promise to repay it, although 
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I know that I never can do so. Now this principle of self-love or 
of one's own advantage may perhaps be consistent with my whole 
future welfare; but the question now is, Is it right? I change then 
the suggestion of self-love into a universal law, and state the ques- 
tion thus: How would it be if my maxim were a universal lgw? 
Then I see at once that it could never hold as a universal law of 
nature, but would necessarily contradict itself. For supposing it 
to be a universal law that everyone when he thinks himself in a 
difficulty should be able to promise whatever he pleases, with the 
purpose of not keeping his promise, the promise itself would be- 
come impossible, as well as the end that one might have in view 
in it, since no one would consider that anything was promised to 
him, but would ridicule all such statements as vain pretences. 

3. A third finds in himself a talent which with the help of some 


culture might make him a useful man in many respects. But he? 


finds himself in comfortable circumstances, and prefers to indulge 
in pleasure rather than to take pains in enlarging and improving 
his happy natural capacities. He asks, however, whether his 
maxim of neglect of his natural gifts, besides agreeing with his 
inclination to indulgence, agrees also with what is called duty. 
He sees then that a system of nature could indeed subsist with 
such a universal law although men (like the South Sea islanders) 
should let their talents rust, and resolve to devote their lives 
merely to idleness, amusement, and propagation of their species 
— in a word, to enjoyment; but he cannot possibly wi// that this 
should be a universal law of nature, or be implanted in us as such 
by a natural instinct. For, as:a rational being, he necessarily wills 
that his faculties be developed, since they serve him, and have 
been given him, for all sorts of possible purposes. 

4. A fourth, who is in prosperity, while he sees that others have 
to contend with great wretchedness and that he could help them, 
thinks: What concern is it of mine? Let everyone be as happy as 
heaven. pleases, or as he can make himself; I will take nothing 
from him nor even envy him, only I do not wish to contribute 
anything to his welfare or to his assistance in distress! Now no 
doubt if such a mode of thinking were a universal law, the human 
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race might very well subsist, and doubtless even better than in 
a state in which everyone talks of sympathy and good-will, or 
even takes care occasionally to put it into practice, but on the 
other side, also cheats when he can, betrays the rights of men, or 
otkerwise violates them. But although it is possible that a uni- 
versal law of nature might exist in accordance with that maxim, 
it is impossible to wi// that such a principle should have the 
universal validity of a law of nature. For a will which resolved 
this would contradict itself, inasmuch as many cases might occur 
in which one would have need of the love and sympathy of others, 
and in which, by such a law of nature, sprung from his own will, 
he would deprive himself of all hope of the aid he desires. 

These are a few of the many actual duties, or at least what we 
regard as such, which obviously fall into two classes on the one 
* principle that we have laid down. We must be able to will that a 
maxim of our action should be a universal law. This is the canon 
of the moral appreciation of the action generally. Some actions 
are of such a character that their maxim cannot without contradic- 
tion be even cozceived as a universal law of nature, far from it 
being possible that we should w;// that it should be so. In others 
this intrinsic impossibility is not found, but still it is impossible to 
will that their maxim should be raised to the universality of a 
law of nature, since such a will would contradict itself. It is easily 
seen that the former violate strict or rigorous (inflexible) duty; 
the latter only laxer (meritorious) duty. Thus it has been com- 
pletely shown by these examples how all duties depend as regards 
the nature of the obligation (not the object of the action) on the 


same principle.* 


12. In one of Kants formulations of the categorical imperative, 
we see "more clearly its social implications. It requires us to treat 
every human being as an end in himself and never as merely a 
means to an end In brief, we should respect all human beings im- 
partially and avoid exploiting anyone. Ends that are ends only be- 


cause they are desired give us hypothetical imperatives; but if there 
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is an end in itself, the imperative to seek it is independent of desire 
and is therefore a categorical imperative. 


Supposing . . . that there were something whose existence has in 
itself an absolute worth, something which, being az end in itsolf, 
could be a source of definite laws, then in this and this alone would 
lie the source of a possible categorical imperative, ;.e., a practical 
law. 

Now I say: man and generally any rational being exists as an 
end in himself, not merely as a means to be arbitrarily used by this 
or that will, but in all his actions, whether they concern himself 
or other rational beings, must be always regarded at the same 
time as an end. All objects of the inclinations have only a condi- 
tional worth, for if the inclinations and the wants rounded on them 
did not exist, then their object would be without value. But the 
inclinations themselves being sources of want, are so far from 
having an absolute worth for which they should be desired, that 
on the contrary it must be the universal wish of every rational 
being to be wholly free from them. Thus the worth of any object 
which is to be acquired by our action is always conditional. Beings 
whose existence depends not on our will but on nature’s, have 
nevertheless, if they are irrational beings, only a relative value as 
means, and are therefore called things; rational beings, on the 
contrary, are called persons, because their very nature points 
them out as ends in themselves, that is as something which must 
not be used merely as means, and so far therefore restricts freedom 
of action (and is an object of respect). These, therefore, are not 
merely subjective ends whose existence has a worth for us as an 
effect of our action, but objective ends, that is things whose exist- 
ence is an end in itself: an end moreover for which no other can 
be substituted, which they should subserve mere/y as means, for 
otherwise nothing whatever would possess adso/ute worth; but if 
all worth were conditioned and therefore contingent, then there 
would be no supreme practical principle of reason whatever. 

If then there is a supreme practical principle or, in respect of 
the human will, a categorical imperative, it must be one which, 
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being'drawn from the conception of that which is necessarily an 
end for every one because it is an end in itself, constitutes an 
objective principle of will, and can therefore serve as a universal 
practical law. The foundation of this principle is: rational nature 
exists as an end in itself. Man necessarily conceives his own 
existence as being so: so far then this is a subjective principle of 
human actions. But every other rational being regards its existence 
similarly, just on the same rational principle that holds for me: 
so that it is at the same time an objective principle, from which 
as a supreme practical law all laws of the will must be capable of 
being deduced. Accordingly the practical imperative will be as 
follows: So act as to treat humanity, whether in thine own person or 
in that of any other, in every case as an end withal, never as means 
only. 

13. Kant shows the basic identity of the first and second formula- 
tions of the categorical imperative. Those actions which, on the first 
formulation, cannot be universalized without contradiction, e.g., com- 
mitting suicide or refusing to help the needy, will be seen on the 
second formulation to be inconsistent with the idea of humanity as 
an end in itself. 


... The principle: So act in regard to every rational being 
(thyself and others), that he may always have place in thy maxim 
as an end in himself, is accordingly essentially identical with this 
other: Act upon a maxim which, at the same time, involves its 
own universal validity for every rational being. For that in using 
means for every end 1 should limit my maxim by the condition 
of its holding good as a law for every subject, this comes to the 
same thing as that the fundamental principle of all maxims of 
action must be that the subject of all ends, i.e, the rational 
being himself, be never employed merely as means, but as the 
supreme condition restricting the use of all means, that is in every 
case as an end likewise." 

14. Having brought to light with logical rigor the implicit pre- 


suppositions of the common man's awareness of duty and shown it 
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to be a universal categorical imperative, Kant gives eloquent praise 
to “ pure moral philosophy” and a word of caution to those moralists 
who would allow reason to be corrupted by empirical considera- 


tions. 
» 


. .. We see philosophy brought to a critical position, since it 
has to be firmly fixed, notwithstanding that it has nothing tọ 
support it either in heaven or earth. Here it must show its purity 
as absolute dictator of its own laws, not the herald of those which 
are whispered to it by an implanted sense or who knows what 
tutelary nature. Although these may be better than nothing, yet 
they can never afford principles dictated by reason, which must 
have their source wholly a priori and thence their commanding 
authority, expecting everything from the supremacy of the law 
and the due respect for it, nothing from inclination, or else con- 
demning the man to self-contempt and inward abhorrence. 

Thus every empirical element is not only quite incapable of 
being an aid to the principle of morality, but is even highly preju- 
dicial to the purity of morals, for the proper and inestimable 
worth of an absolutely good will consists just in this, that the 
principle of action is free from all influence of contingent grounds, 
which alone experience can furnish. We cannot too much or too 
often repeat our warning against this lax and even mean habit of 
thought which seeks for its principle amongst empirical motives 
and laws; for human reason in its weariness is glad to rest on this 
pillow, and in a dream of sweet illusions (in which, instead of 
Juno, it embraces a cloud) it substitutes for morality a bastard 
patched up from limbs of various derivation, which looks like 
anything one chooses to see in it; only not like virtue to one who 
has once beheld her in her true form. 

To behold virtue in her proper form is nothing else but to con- 
template morality stripped of all admixture of sensible things 
and of every spurious ornament of reward or self-love. How much 
she then eclipses everything else that appears charming to the 
affections, every one may readily perceive with the least exertion 
of his reason, if it be not wholly spoiled for abstraction.” 
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Questions 


1. How does Kant's ethical theory fit into his general philosophy? 
What similarities does he find between the problems of scientific 
knowledge and of morality? 

2. Account for Kant's denial of the unqualified goodness of such com- 
monly valued assets as friendship, health, wealth, and the like, in 
terms of his interest in that which is good in itself. What does he 
regard as the only moral quality which is unqualifiedly good in 
itself? 

3. What is the moral function of reason in Kant's philosophy? What is 
the relationship between reason and happiness? 


4. Explain the relationship between good wi// and duty in Kant's ethics. 


Can you think of any alternative ways of relating them? 

5. Why does Kant object to using “inclinations” or “feelings” as 

* the basis of morality? 

6. What criteria of the morality of actions does Kant establish? How 
would he evaluate an act of charity performed out of a natural 
sympathy for the sufferings of the poor? 


7. State the “categorical imperative" in any of the forms Kant gives 


it, and use examples of moral acts to clarify its meaning. What is 
the basis of the moral law in Kant's system of ethics? 


8. What is the role of “motives” in Kant's ethical theory? 
9. What would Kant's position be as to moral values in the following 


situations: (a) A man who remains loyal to his wife because he loves 
her, and (b) A man who recognizes loyalty to his wife as an obliga- 
tion, although he finds it decidedly unpleasant. 


1o. It has been argued against Kant that he introduces “consequences” 


in his categorical imperative. Examine this argument against him. 
What points of strength and weakness do you find in his ethical 
theory? 


Key to selections: 


IMMANUEL KANT, Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysic of Morals, 
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PRINCIPLE 


John Stuart Mill 


L has been said of John Stuart Mill (1806-1873) that “He held 
as high as any man the lamp of reason, and it burned the more 
* brightly because he lived.” The intellectual heir of the utilitarian 
movement in England, Mill dedicated himself to clarifying the 
teachings of his father, James Mill, and those of Jeremy Bentham, 
who championed the utilitarian doctrine. In his 4utobiography, 
a history of his “intellectual and moral development,” John Stuart 
Mill describes the exacting "educational experiment" imposed 
upon him from age three to fourteen by his father. At the age of 
three, he studied Greek and arithmetic; at eight, he added Latin 
to his curriculum and by the time he was twelve, Mill was reading 
extensively in logic, philosophy, and economic theory. His train- 
ing, moreover, was never a mere exercise in memorization but was 
designed to produce an original thinker. 


THE GREATEST HAPPINESS PRINCIPLE 


At the age of twenty-one, he reached an emotional crisis which 
he characterized as the result of a sudden loss of enthusiasm for 
the original goals of his life, but which, in current parlance, would 
be called a “nervous breakdown." However, after several years, 
with fresh stimulation of his emotions and feelings as well as his 
intellect, he resumed his career, fulfilling his early promise. When 
he was twenty-five, Mill met Mrs. Taylor, whom he later married. 
He believed that her character and ability wielded one of the great 
influences in his life and helped to shape his thought. In 1823, 
after a brief period of legal study, Mill, upon the advice of his 
father, accepted a position with the East India Company. For 
thirty years, he held this responsible post, while devoting his spare 
time to writing his books. Upon retirement, when he intended to 
devote himself exclusively to writing, Mill was proposed as a can- 
didate for Parliament. Despite his refusal to campaign, he was 
elected to office. Of his political conduct, William Gladstone, 
British Prime Minister, said: “He had the good sense and practical 
tact of politics, together with the high independent thought of a 
recluse. He did us all good.” 

Mill's major works cover a variety of subjects, but his Syszem 
of Logic (1843) is regarded as his most important philosophical 
contribution. In it, he defends the inductive method of logic, 
showing that general laws or universal principles must be derived 
from empirical facts. Other outstanding works are his Principles 
of Political Economy (1848), which relates the application of 
Utilitarian principles to economics, his essays On Liberty (1859) 
and Considerations on Representative Government (1861), which are 
classical statements of his social and political philosophy; and the 
essay Utilitarianism (1861), his only explicit contribution-to ethics. 
During the last few years of his life, he wrote the very distinctive 
Autobiography and Three Essays on Religion, both of which works 
were published after his death. 


Unlike most philosophers, John Stuart Mill did not attempt to 
originate an ethical theory, but rather to defend the ethical 
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theory to which he was born. In his defense, however, his intel- 
lectual depth and his intense desire to find an ethics which fits the 
facts of life, led him to modify and go beyond the utilitarian 
doctrine as it was propounded by his father and Jeremy Bentham. 
Bentham based his utilitarian philosophy on the principle that the 
object*of morality is the promotion of the greatest happiness of 
the maximum number of members of society. He proceeded on 
fhe premise that the happiness of any individual consists in a 
favorable balance of pleasures over pains. Consequently, those 
actions which tend to increase pleasure are called good and those 
which tend to increase pain are called bad. For Bentham, how- 
ever, utilitarianism was less important as an ethical system than 
as a philosophical support for much-needed social legislation." 

Bentham was motivated by the idea that “the Public Good 
owght to be the object of the legislator: General Utility ought to 
be the foundation of his reasonings. To know the true good of the 
community is what constitutes the science of legislation; the art 
consists in finding the means to realize that good." To implement 
this social and political ideal, he constructed a “hedonistic cal- 
culus" by means of which pleasures and pains could be measured. 
In this way, good and bad acts and, consequently, good and bad 
legislation, can be evaluated in terms of such factors as intensity, 
duration, and extent." 

In his essay, Mill is concerned less with the political implica- 
tions of Bentham’s doctrine than with the provision of a defensible 
statement of its underlying ethical principles. In addition to an- 
swering objections put forward by opponents of utilitarianism and 


1 Bentham composed the following verse to aid the student in remembering the criteria 


of hedonistic measurement: 
Intense, long, certain, speedy, fruitful, pure — 
Such marks in pleasures and pains endure. 
Such pleasures seek, if private be thy end: 
If it be public, wide let them extend. 
Such pains avoid, whichever be thy view: 
If pains must come, let them extend to few. 
(John Bowring, ed., The Works of Jeremy Bentham, London, Simpkin, 
Marshall and Co., 1838, vol. I, p. 16, note.) 
229 


THE GREATEST HAPPINESS PRINCIPLE 


correcting misrepresentations of it, he also restates the doctrine. 
In his restatement, he goes beyond Bentham’s contention’ that 
the essential differences among pleasures and pains are quantita- 
tive, maintaining that they are also subject to significant qualita- 
tive differentiation. For example, anyone who has experienced the 
pleasure attendant upon the resolution of an intellectual problem 
will, Mill believes, attest to the fact that it is superior in kind to 
the pleasure of eating a meal. x 

Although Mill departs from Bentham's conception that all the 
significant differences among pleasures are quantitative, he ac- 
cepts in principle his doctrines regarding the basic role of pleasures 
and pains in morality, viz., individual psychological hedonism and 
universal ethical hedonism. According to the former, the sole motive 
of an action is an individual's desire for happiness, i.c., for a 
balance of pleasure over pain. According to the latter, the “great- 
est happiness of the greatest number" ought to be the individual's 
goal and standard-of conduct. Psychological hedonism is pri- 
marily a descriptive doctrine, since it purports to be an account 
of the actual motive of behavior. By contrast, universal ethical 

hedonism is a normative theory, in that it stipulates what ought 

to be done. It is a principle by which actions are evaluated in 
terms of their consequences, irrespective of the nature of the 
motive. 

However, there are two gaps between individual psychological 
hedonism and universal ethical hedonism: (1) if each individual 
is motivated solely by the desire for his own happiness, there is 
no reason to assume that his actions will at the same time always 
promote the interests of society; and (2) the descriptive fact that 
men do desire their own happiness does not imply the normative 
principle that men ought to act in accordance with this desire. 
Mill recognizes that an adequate defense of utilitarianisni must 
show how the transition can be made from an interest in one's 
own happiness to that of others, and from a psychological theory 
to a moral theory. He endeavors to harmonize the two varieties 
of hedonism by recourse to the concept of sanctions, the induce- 
ments to action which give binding force to moral rules. 
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In Mill’s system of ethics, sanctions are rooted in the hedonistic 
inotive, 7.e., moral rules are acknowledged and obeyed by virtue 
of anticipated pleasures or pains. There are both “external” and 
“internal” sanctions. External sanctions are those forces of pun- 
ishment and reward in the universe about us which control men’s 
aetions through their fear of pain and propensity for pleasure. 
For example, in our society, fear of social disapproval and im- 
prisonment are both deterrents to crime. But, Mill cautions, con- 
formity to the letter of the law in the presence of such external 
sanctions is not to be taken as a sign of a true sense of moral 
obligation: the ultimate moral sanction must come from within. 

The force of an internal sanction derives from the feeling of 
pleasure which is experienced when a moral law is obeyed and the 
feeling of pain which accompanies a violation of it. That the 
“greatest happiness principle" can be sanctioned from within is 
attested to by observation. In some men at least, Mill-holds, the 
feeling of sympathy for others is so well developed that the indi- 
vidual’s happiness depends upon the well-being of his fellow men. 
Thus, by means of the doctrine of internal sanctions, Mill is 
enabled to reconcile the psychological theory that everyone desires 
his own happiness with the moral theory that one ought so to act 
as to Serve the public good. However, he acknowledges that his 
argument in support of sanctions does not constitute a logical 
demonstration of the greatest happiness principle. 

Mill argues that no direct proof of any first principle or ultimate 
end is possible, and the problem of proof is in reality reduced to 
the problem of rational assent: 


... To be incapable of proof by reasoning is common to all first 
principles; to the first premises of our knowledge as well as to those of 
our conduct. But the former, being matters of fact, may be the subject 
of a direct appeal to the faculties which judge of fact — namely, our 
senses, and our internal consciousness. . . . iss re 

The only proof capable of being given that an object is visible, is that 
people actually see it. The only proof that a sound is audible, is that 
people hear it; and so of the other sources of our experience. In like 
manner, I apprehend, the sole evidence it is possible to produce that 
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«anything is desirable, is that people do actually desire it. If the end which 
the utilitarian doctrine proposes to itself were not, in theory and iti 
practice, acknowledged to be an end, nothing could ever convince any 
person that it was so. No reason can be given why the general happiness 
is desirable except that each person, so far as he believes it to be attain- 
able, desires his own happiness.*? 


» 


1. Mill's first objective in defending utilitarianism is to clarify the 
doctrine. He attempts this both by exposing misrepresentations and 
by straightforward exposition of the principle. He begins by opposing 
those who fail to associate “utility” with pleasure and pain. 


A passing remark is all that needs to be given to the ignorant 
blunder of supposing that those who stand up for utility as the 
test of right and wrong, use the term in that restricted and merely 
colloquial sense in which utility is opposed to pleasure. An apology 
is due to the philosophical opponents of utilitarianism, for even 
the momentary appearance of confounding them with anyone 
capable of so absurd a misconception; which is the more extraor- 
dinary, inasmuch as the contrary accusation of referring every- 
thing to pleasure, and that too in its grossest form, is another 
of the common charges against utilitarianism: and, as has been 
pointedly remarked by an able writer, the same sort of persons, 
and often the very same persons, denounce the theory “as im- 
practicably dry when the word utility precedes the word pleasure, 
and as too practicably voluptuous when the word pleasure pre- 
cedes the word utility.” Those who know anything about the 
matter are aware that every writer, from Epicurus to Bentham, 
who maintained the theory of utility, meant by it, not something 
to be contradistinguished from pleasure, but pleasure itself, to- 


* As a formal proof, this would be fallacious: “visible” is used in the sense of “can be 
seen,” whereas “desirable” is used in the sense of “ ought to be desired”; thus, the analogy 
is not a legitimate one. In addition, it does not follow from an admission that each man 
desires Ais own happiness that a// men desire the happiness of a// men. Nevertheless, the 
argument, such as it is, bespeaks Mill's conviction that the evidence for an ethical theory 
is to be sought in the facts of human experience, 
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gether with exemption from pain; and instead of opposing the use- 
fül to the agreeable or the ornamental, have always declared that 
the useful means these, among other things. Yet the common herd, 
including the herd of writers, not only in newspapers and peri- 
odicals, but in books of weight and pretension, are perpetually 
falting into this shallow mistake. Having caught up the word 
‘utilitarian,’ while knowing nothing whatever about it but its 
sound, they habitually express by it the rejection, or the neglect, 
of pleasure in some of its forms; of beauty, of ornament, or of 
amusement. Nor is the term thus ignorantly misapplied solely in 
disparagement, but occasionally in compliment; as though it im- 
plied superiority to frivolity and the mere pleasures of the mo- 
ment. And this perverted use is the only one in which the word is 
popularly known, and the one from which the new generation 
are acquiring their sole notion of its meaning. Those who intro- 
duced the word, but who had for many years discontinued it as a. 
distinctive appellation, may well feel themselves called upon to 
resume it, if by doing so they can hope to contribute anything 
towards rescuing it from this utter degradation." 


2. Mill then states concisely the doctrine of utility. 


The creed which accepts as the foundation of morals Utility, or 
the Greatest Happiness Principle, holds that actions are right in 
proportion as they tend to promote happiness, wrong as they tend 
to produce the reverse of happiness. By ‘happiness’ is intended 
pleasure, and the absence of pain; by ‘unhappiness,’ pain, and. 
the privation of pleasure. To give a clear view of the moral 
standard set up by the theory, much more requires to be said; 
in particular, what things it includes in the ideas of pain and 
pleasure; and to what extent this is left an open question. But these 
supplementary explanations do not affect the theory of life on 
which this theory of morality is grounded PA namely, that pleas- 
ure, and freedom from pain, are the only things desirable as ends; 
and that all desirable things (which are as numerous 1n the utili- 
y other scheme) are desirable either for the pleasure 
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inherent in themselves, or as means to the promotion of pleasure 
and the prevention of pain.* : 


3. Even when the principle of utility is clearly understood to be 
directed to pleasures and pains, however, there remains the charge 
that it is a“ swinish” doctrine. This misconception is due to the fasl- 
ure to recognize that pleasures vary in kind as well as degree. 


Now, such a theory of life excites in many minds, and among 
them in some of the most estimable in feeling and purpose, in- 
veterate dislike. To suppose that life has (as they express it) no 
higher end than pleasure — no better and nobler object of desire 
and pursuit — they designate as utterly mean and groveling; as a 
doctrine worthy only of swine, to whom the followers of Epicurus 
were, at a very early period, contemptuously likened; and modern 
holders of the doctrine are occasionally made the subject of 

equally polite comparisons by its German, French, and English 
assailants. 

When thus attacked, the Epicureans have always answered that 
it is not they, but their accusers, who represent human nature in a 
degrading light; since the accusation supposes human beings to 
be capable of no pleasures except those of which swine are capable. 
If this supposition were true, the charge could not be gainsaid, 
but would then be no longer an imputation: for if the sources of 
pleasure were precisely the same to human beings and to swine, 
the rule of life which is good enough for the one would be good 
enough for the other. The comparison of the Epicurean life to 
that of beasts is felt as degrading, precisely because a beast’s 
pleasures do not satisfy a human being’s conceptions of happiness. 
Human beings have faculties more elevated than the animal ap- 
petites, and when once made conscious of them, do not regard 
anything as happiness which does not include their gratification. 
I do not, indeed, consider the Epicureans to have been by any 
means faultless in drawing out their scheme of consequences from 
the utilitarian principle. To do this in any sufficient manner, many 
Stoic, as well as Christian elements require to be included. But 
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there is no known Epicurean theory of life which does not assign 
to the'pleasures of the intellect, of the feelings and imagination, 
and of the moral ‘sentiments, a much higher value as pleasures 
than to those of mere sensation. It must be admitted, however, 
that utilitarian writers in general have placed the superiority of 
mental ever bodily pleasures chiefly in the greater permanency, 
safety, uncostliness, etc., of the former — that is, in their circum- 
stantial advantages rather than in their intrinsic nature. And on 
all these points utilitarians have fully proved their case; but they 
might have taken the other, and, as it may be called, higher 
ground, with entire consistency. It is quite compatible with the 
principle of utility to recognize the fact, that some kinds of pleasure 
are more desirable and more valuable than others. It would be 
absurd that while, in estimating all other things, quality is con- 
sidered as well as quantity, the estimation of pleasures should be 
supposed to:depend on quantity alone. 


4. The superiority of one kind of pleasure over another is properly 
determined by those who have experienced both kinds. Such competent 
judges, Mill argues, do, in fact, prefer the pleasures of the higher 

faculties to those of the lower. 


If I am asked what I mean by difference of quality in pleasures, 
or what makes one pleasure more valuable than another, merely 
^as a pleasure, except its being greater in amount, there is but one 
possible answer. Of two pleasures, if there be one to which all or 
almost all who have experience of both give a decided preference, 
irrespective of any feeling of moral obligation to prefer it, that is 
the more desirable pleasure. If one of the two is, by those who are 
competently acquainted with both, placed so far above the other 
that they prefer it, even though knowing it to be attended with a 
greater amount of disconten:, and would not resign it for any 
quantity of the other pleasure which their nature is capable of, 
we are justified in ascribing to the preferred enjoyment a su- 
periority in quality, so far outweighing quantity as to render it, 
in comparison, of small account. 
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Now it is an unquestionable fact that those who are equally 
acquainted with, and equally capable of appreciating and en- 
joying, both, do give a most marked preference to the manner of 
existence which employs their higher faculties. Few human crea- 
tures would consent to be changed into any of the lower animals, 
for a promise of the fullest allowance of a beast's pleasures; no 
intelligent human being would consent to be a fool, no instructed 
person would be an ignoramus, no person of feeling and conscience 
would be selfish and base, even though they should be persuaded 
that the fool, the dunce, or the rascal is better satisfied with his 
lot than they are with theirs. They would not resign what they 
possess more than he, for the most complete satisfaction of all the 
desires which they have in common with him. If they ever fancy 
they would, it is only in cases of unhappiness so extreme, that to 
escape from it they would exchange their lot for almost any other, 
however undesirable in their own eyes. A being of higher faculties 
requires more to make him happy, is capable probably of more 
acute suffering, and certainly accessible to it at more points, than 
one of an inferior type; but in spite of these liabilities, he can never 
really wish to sink into what he feels to be a lower grade of 
existence. We may give what explanation we please of this un- 
willingness; we may attribute it to pride, a name which is given 
indiscriminately to some of the most and to some of the least 
estimable feelings of which mankind are capable; we may refer 
it to the love of liberty and personal independence, an appeal to 
which was with the Stoics one of the most effective means for the 
inculcation of it; to the love of power, or to the love of excitement, 
both of which do really enter into and contribute to it: but its 
most appropriate appellation is a sense of dignity, which all hu- 
man beings possess in one form or other, and in some, though by 
no means in exact, proportion to their higher faculties, and which 
is so essential a part of the happiness of those in whom it is strong, 
that nothing which conflicts with it could be, otherwise than mo- 
mentarily, an object of desire to them. Whoever supposes that this 
preference takes place at a sacrifice of happiness — that the su- 
perior being, in anything like equal circumstances, is not happier 
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than the inferior — confounds the two very different ideas, of 
happirtess and content. It is indisputable that the being whose 
capacities of enjoyment are low, has the greatest chance of having 
them fully satisfied; and a highly-endowed being will always feel 
that any happiness which he can look for, as the world is consti- 
tuted, is imperfect. But he can learn to bear its imperfections, if 
they are at all bearable; and they will not make him envy the 
bejng who is indeed unconscious of the imperfections, but only 
because he feels not at all the good which those imperfections 
qualify. It is better to be a human being dissatisfied than a pig 
satisfied; better to be Socrates dissatisfied than a fool satisfied. 
And if the fool, or the pig, is of a different opinion, it is because 
they only know their own side of the question. The other party 
to the comparison knows both sides.* 


52 Mill moves to discount the judgments of those who abandon the 
higher pleasures for the lower by explaining that they are incapable, 
either inherently or by lack of opportunity, of enjoying the higher 
kind. The only competent and final judges are those who have tested 
the entire spectrum of pleasures. 


It may be objected, that many who are capable of the higher 
pleasures, occasionally, under the influence of temptation, post- 
pone them to the lower. But this is quite compatible with a full 
*appreciation of the intrinsic superiority of the higher. Men often, 
from infirmity of character, make their election for the nearer 
good, though they know it to be the less valuable; and this no 
less when the choice is between two bodily pleasures, than when 
it is between bodily and menta!. They pursue sensual indulgences 
to the injury of health, though perfectly aware that health is the 
greater good. It may be further objected, that many who begin 
with youthful enthusiasm for everything noble, as they advance 
in years sink into indolence and selfishness. But I do not believe 
that those who undergo this very common change, voluntarily 
choose the lower description of pleasures in preference to the 
higher. I believe that before they devote themselves exclusively 
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to the one, they have already become incapable of the other. 
Capacity for the nobler feelings is in most natures a very tender 
plant, easily killed, not only by hostile influences, but by mere 
want of sustenance; and in the majority of young persons it 
speedily dies away if the occupations to which their position in 
life has devoted them, and the society into which it has»thrown 
them, are not favorable to keeping that higher capacity in exer- 
cise. Men lose their high aspirations as they lose their intellectual 
tastes, because they have not time or opportunity for indulging 
them; and they addict themselves to inferior pleasures, not because 
they deliberately prefer them, but because they are either the 
only ones to which they have access, or the only ones which they 
are any longer capable of enjoying. It may be questioned whether 
anyone who has remained equally susceptible to both classes of 
pleasures, ever knowingly and calmly preferred the lower; though 
many, in all ages, have broken down in an ineffectual attempt to 
combine both. 

From this verdict of the only competent judges, I. apprehend 
there can be no appeal. On a question which is the best worth 
having of two pleasures, or which of two modes of existence is the 
most grateful to the feelings, apart from its moral attributes and 
from its consequences, the judgment of those who are qualified 
by knowledge of both, or, if they differ, that of the majority among 
them, must be admitted as final. And there needs be the less hesi- 


tation to accept this judgment respecting the quality of pleasures, ' 


since there is no other tribunal to be referred to even on the ques- 
tion of quantity. What means are there of determining which is 
the acutest of two pains, or the intensest of two pleasurable sensa- 
tions, except the general suffrage of those who are familiar with 
both? Neither pains nor pleasures are homogeneous, and pain is 
always heterogeneous with pleasure. What is there to decide 
whether a particular pleasure is worth purchasing at the cost of a 
particular pain, except the feelings and judgment of the ex- 
perienced? When, therefore, those feelings and judgment declare 
the pleasures derived from the higher faculties to be preferable iz 
kind, apart from the question of intensity, to those of which the 
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animal nature, disjoined from the higher faculties, is suspectible, 
they are entitled on this subject to the same regard.‘ 


6. The “greatest happiness principle" is restated to include the 
distinction drawn between the quantitative and qualitative aspects of 
pleasure. 


I have dwelt on this point, as being a necessary part of a per- 
fectly just conception of Utility, or Happiness, considered as the 
directive rule of human conduct. But it is by no means an indis- 
pensable condition to the acceptance of the utilitarian standard; 
for that standard is not the agent’s own greatest happiness, but 
the greatest amount of happiness altogether; and if it may pos- 
sibly be doubted whether a noble character is always the happier 
for its nobleness, there can be no doubt that it makes other people 

,happier, and that the world in general is immensely a gainer by it. 
Utilitarianism, therefore, could only attain its end by the general 
cultivation of nobleness of character, even if each individual were 
only benefited by the nobleness of others, and his own, so far as 
happiness is concerned, were a sheer deduction from the benefit. 
But the bare enunciation of such an absurdity as this last, renders 
refutation superfluous. 

According to the Greatest Happiness Principle, as above ex- 
plained, the ultimate end, with reference to and for the sake of 
which all other things are desirable (whether we are considering 
our own good or that of other people), is an existence exempt as 
far as possible from pain, and as rich as possible in enjoyments, 
both in point of quantity and quality; the test of quality, and the 
rule for measuring it against quantity, being the preference felt 
by those who, in their opportunities of experience, to which must 
be added their habits of self-consciousness and self-observation, 
are best furnished with the means of comparison. This, being, 
according to the utilitarian opinion, the end of human action is 
necessarily also the standard of morality; which may accordingly 
be defined, the rules and precepts for human conduct, by the 
observance of which an existence such as has been described might 
be, to the greatest extent possible, secured to all mankind; and not 
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to them only, but, so far as the nature of things admits, to the 
whole sentient creation.* 

7. The process of clarification is continued through stating various 
objections to the doctrine and answering them. For example, the argu- 
ment that utilitarianism is invalid because happiness cannot be,at- 
tained is answered by Mill with a realistic description of happiness 
and a suggestion for the social means of achieving it. 

. . . When, however, it is thus positively asserted to be impos- 
sible that human life should be happy, the assertion, if not some- 
thing like a verbal quibble, is at least an exaggeration. If by hap- 
piness be meant a continuity of highly pleasurable excitement, it is 
evident enough that this is impossible. A state of exalted pleasure 
lasts only moments, or in some cases, and with some intermissions, 


hours or days, and is the occasional brilliant flash of enjoyment, a 


not its permanent and steady flame. Of this the philosophers who 
have taught that happiness is the end of life were as fully aware 
as those who taunt them. The happiness which they meant was 
not a life of rapture; but moments of such, in an existence made 
up of few and transitory pains, many and various pleasures, with 
a decided predominance of the active over the passive, and having 
as the foundation of the whole, not to expect more from life than 
it is capable of bestowing. A life thus composed, to those who 
have been fortunate enough to obtain it, has always appeared 
worthy of the name of happiness. And such an existence is even 
now the lot of many, during some considerable portion of their 
lives. The present wretched education, and wretched social ar- 
rangements, are the only real hindrance to its being attainable 
by almost all. _ 

The objectors perhaps may doubt whether human beings, if 
taught to consider happiness as the end of life, would be satisfied 
with such a: moderate share of it. But great numbers of mankind 
have been satisfied with much less. The main constituents of a 
satisfied life appear to be two, either of which by itself is often 
found sufficient for the purpose: tranquillity and excitement. With 
much tranquillity, many find that they càn be content with very 
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little pleasure: with much excitement, many can reconcile them- 
selves to a considerable quantity of pain. There is assuredly no 
inherent impossibility in enabling even the mass of mankind to 
unite both; since the two are so far from being incompatible that 
they are in natural alliance, the prolongation of either being a 
preparation for, and exciting a wish for, the other. . . . When 
people who are tolerably fortunate in their outward lot do not find 
in life sufficient enjoyment to make it valuable to them, the cause 
generally is, caring for nobody but themselves. To those who have 
neither public nor private affections, the excitements of life are 
much curtailed, and in any case dwindle in value as the time ap- 
proaches when all selfish interests must be terminated by death: 
while those who leave after them objects of personal affection, 
and especially those who have also cultivated a fellow-feeling with 
the collective interests of mankind, retain as lively an interest in 
life on the eve of death as in the vigor of youth and health. Next 
to selfishness, the principal cause which makes life unsatisfactory 
is want of mental cultivation. A cultivated mind — I do not mean 
that of a philosopher, but any mind to which the fountains of 
knowledge have been opened, and which has been taught, in any 
tolerable degree, to exercise its faculties — finds sources of inex- 
haustible interest in all that surrounds it; in the objects of nature, 
the achievements of art, the imaginations of poetry, the incidents 
of history, the ways of mankind past and present, and their 
prospects in the future.* 


8. Another objection which Mill discounts is the claim that utili- 
tarian morality is incompatible with the acts of personal sacrifice 
which are so revered in our Christian culture. On closer analysis, 
those actions of self-sacrifice which we acknowledge to be good derive 
their value from their promotion of the general happiness, although 
they may deny individual happiness. Furthermore, this is not to be 
misinterpreted to mean that the happiness of one individual is less 
important than that of another. On the contrary, each individuals 


happiness is equal to that of any other. 
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... Let utilitarians never cease to claim the morality of self- 
devotion as a possession which belongs by as good a right to them, 
as either to the Stoic or to the Transcendentalist. The utilitarian 
morality does recognize in human beings the power of sacrificing 
their own greatest good for the good of others. It only refuses to 

-admit that the sacrifice is itself a good. A sacrifice which doesmot 
increase, or tend to increase, the sum total of happiness, it con- 
siders as wasted. The only self-renunciation which it applauds, is 
devotion to the happiness, or to some of the means of happiness, 
of others; either of mankind collectively, or of individuals within 
the limits imposed by the collective interests of mankind. 

I must again repeat, what the assailants of utilitarianism seldom 
have the justice to acknowledge, that the happiness which forms 
the utilitarian standard of what is right in conduct, is not the 


agent's own happiness, but that of all concerned. As between his, 


own happiness and that of others, utilitarianism requires him to 
be as strictly impartial as a disinterested and benevolent specta- 
tor. In the golden rule of Jesus of Nazareth, we read the complete 
spirit of the ethics of utility. To do as one would be done by, 
and to love one's neighbor as oneself, constitute the ideal per- 
fection of utilitarian morality. As the means of making the nearest 
approach to this ideal, utility would enjoin, first, that laws and 
social arrangements should place the happiness, or (as speaking 
practically it may be called) the interest, of every individual, as 
nearly as possible in harmony with the interest of the whole; and 
secondly, that education and opinion, which have so vast a power 
over human character, should so use that power as to establish in 
the mind of every individual an indissoluble association between 
his own happiness and the good of the whole; especially between 
his own happiness and the practice of such modes of conduct, 
negative and positive, as regard for the universal happiness pre- 
scribes: so that not only he may be unable to conceive the possi- 
bility of happiness to himself, consistently with conduct opposed 
to the general good, but also that a direct impulse to promote the 
general good may be in every individual one of the habitual mo- 
tives of action, and the sentiments connected therewith may fill 
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a*large and prominent place in every human being's sentient 
existence. If the impugners of the utilitarian morality represented 
it to their own minds in this its true character, I know not what 
recommendation possessed by any other morality they could pos- 
sibly affirm to be wanting to it: what more beautiful or more 
exalted developments of human nature any other ethical system 
can be supposed to foster, or what springs of action, not accessible 
to the utilitarian, such systems rely on for giving effect to their 
mandates. 


9. To the objection that men are not so constituted as always to ve 
motivated by social concern, Mill rejoins that this is indeed true, but 
in no way invalidates his thesis. The greatest happiness principle is 
not essential as a motive for conduct, but it is essential as the rule 


° by which conduct is judged and sanctioned. The psychological 


question of motivation is distinct from the ethical questions of obliga- 
tion and evaluation. Moral evaluation is directed to actions and to 
the manner in which they affect the general happiness. 


They say it is exacting too much to require that people shall 
always act from the inducement of promoting the general interests 
of society. But this is to mistake the very meaning of a standard 
of morals, and confound the rule of action with the motive of it. 
It is the business of ethics to tell us what are our duties, or by 
what test we may know them; but no system of ethics requires 
that the sole motive of all we do shall be a feeling of duty; on the 
contrary, ninety-nine hundredths of all our actions are done from 
other motives, and rightly so done, if the rule of duty does not 
condemn them. It is the more unjust to utilitarianism that this 
particular misapprehension should be made a ground of objection 
to it, inasmuch as utilitarian moralists have gone beyond almost 
all others in affirming that the motive has nothing to do with the 
morality of the action, though much with the worth of the agent. 
He who saves a fellow creature from drowning does what is 
morally right, whether his motive be duty, or the hope of being 
paid for his trouble; he who betrays the friend that trusts him, 
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is guilty of a crime, even if his object be to serve another friend.to 
whom he is under greater obligations. But to speak only of actions 
done from the motive of duty, and in direct obedience to principle: 
it is a misapprehension of the utilitarian mode of thought, to con- 
ceive it as implying that people should fix their minds upon so wide 
a generality as the world, or society at large. The great majority 
of good actions are intended not for the benefit of the world, but 
for that of individuals, of which the good of the world is made up; 
and the thoughts of the most virtuous man need not on these 
occasions travel beyond the particular persons concerned, except 
so far as is necessary to assure himself that in benefiting them he 
is not violating the rights — that is, the legitimate and authorized 
expectations — of anyone else. The multiplication of happiness is, 
according to the utilitarian ethics, the object of virtue: the oc- 
casions on which any person (except one in a thousand) has it in* 
his power to do this on an extended scale, in other words to be a 
public benefactor, are but exceptional; and on these occasions 
alone is he called on to consider public utility; in every other case, 
private utility, the interest or happiness of some few persons, is 
all he has to attend to. Those alone the influence of whose actions 
extends to society in general, need concern themselves habitually 
about so large an object. In the case of abstinences indeed — of 
things which people forbear to do from moral considerations, 
though the consequences in the particular case might be beneficial 
— it would be unworthy of an intelligent agent not to be con- 
sciously aware that the action is of a class which, if practiced 
generally, would be generally injurious, and that this is the ground 
of the obligation to abstain from it. The amount of regard for the 
public interest implied in this recognition, is no greater than is 
demanded by every system of morals; for they all enjoin to ab- 
stain from whatever is manifestly pernicious to society. 


10. Having removed the major misconceptions about the principle 
of utility, Mill next proposes to investigate its ultimate sanction. 


The question is often-asked, and properly so, in regard to any 
supposed moral standard — What is its sanction? what are the 
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metives to obey it? or more specifically, what is the source of its 
obligation? whence does it derive its binding force? It is a neces- 
sary part of moral philosophy to provide the answer to this ques- 
tion; which, though frequently assuming the shape of an objection 
to the utilitarian morality, as if it had some special applicability 
to that above others, really arises in regard to all standards. It 
arises, in fact, whenever a person is called on to adopt a standard 
or refer morality to any basis on which he has not been accustomed 
to rest it. For the customary morality, that which education and 
opinion have consecrated, is the only one which presents itself 
to the mind with the feeling of being 7z itself obligatory; and when 
a person is asked to believe that this morality derives its obligation 
from some general principle round which custom has not thrown 
the same halo, the assertion is to him a paradox; the supposed 
*corollaries seem to have a more binding force than the original 
theorem; the superstructure seems to stand better without, than 
with, what is represented as its foundation. He says to himself, I 
feel that 1 am bound not to rob or murder, betray or deceive; 
but why am I bound to promote the general happiness? If my 
own happiness lies in something else, why may I not give that 
the preference? * 
rr. Mill argues that although the external sanctions, social and 
supernatural, enforce the utilitarian principle, they do not obligate 
us to follow it. In and of themselves, they cannot bind us satisfactorily 
to any moral principle, since men are truly bound only when they 
feel inwardly that the principle is binding upon them. It is our 
“feeling for humanity" which provides the ullimate sanction of the 


principle of utility, and this Mill calls the internal sanction. 


The principle of utility either has, or there is no reason why it 
might not have, all the sanctions which belong to any other system 
of morals. Those sanctions are either external or internal. Of the 
external sanctions it is not necessary to speak at any length. They 
are, the hope of favor and the fear of displeasure from our fellow 
creatures or from the Ruler of the Universe, along with whatever 
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we may have of sympathy or affection for them, or of love and 
awe of Him, inclining us to do His will independently of selfish 
consequences. There is evidently no reason why all these motives 
for observance should not attach themselves to the utilitarian 
morality, as completely and as powerfully as to any other., In- 
deed, those of them which refer to our fellow creatures are sure 
to do so, in proportion to the amount of general intelligence; for 
whether there be any other ground of moral obligation than the 
general happiness or not, men do desire happiness; and however 
imperfect may be their own practice, they desire and commend all 
conduct in others towards themselves, by which they think their 
happiness is promoted. With regard to the religious motive, if 
men believe, as most profess to do, in the goodness of God, those 
who think that conduciveness to the general happiness is the 
essence, or even only the criterion of good, must necessarily be-" 
lieve that it is also that which God approves. The whole force 
therefore of external reward and punishment, whether physical or 
moral, and whether proceeding from God or from our fellow men, 
together with all that the capacities of human nature admit, of dis- 
interested devotion to either, become available to enforce the 
utilitarian morality, in proportion as that morality is recognized; 
and the more powerfully, the more the appliances of education and 
general cultivation are bent to the purpose. 

So far as to external sanctions. The internal sanction of duty, 
whatever our standard of duty may be, is one and the same — a 
feeling in our own mind; a pain, more or less intense, attendant 
on violation of duty, which in properly cultivated moral natures 
rises, in the more serious cases, into shrinking from it as an impos- 
sibility. This feeling, when disinterested, and connecting itself 
with the pure idea of duty, and not with some particular form of 
it, or with any of the merely accessory circumstances, is the essence 
of Conscience; though in that complex phenomenon as it actually 
exists, the simple fact is in general all encrusted over with collateral 
associations, derived from sympathy, from love, and still more 
from fear; from all the forms of religious feeling; from the recol- 
lections of childhood and of all our past life; from self-esteem, 
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desire of the esteem of others, and occasionally even self-abase- 
ment. This extreme complication is, I apprehend, the origin of the 
sort of mystical character which, by a tendency of the human 
mind of which there are many other examples, is apt to be at- 
tributed, to the idea of moral obligation, and which leads people 
to believe that the idea cannot possibly attach itself to any other 
objects than those which, by a supposed mysterious law, are found 
in our present experience to excite it. Its binding force, however, 
consists in the existence of a mass of feeling which must be broken 
through in order to do what violates our standard of right, and 
which, if we do nevertheless violate that standard, will probably 
have to be encountered afterwards in the form of remorse. What- 
ever theory we have of the nature or origin of conscience, this is 
what essentially constitutes it. 

The ultimate sanction, therefore, of all morality (external mo- 
tives apart) being a subjective feeling in our own minds, I see 
nothing embarrassing to those whose standard is utility, in the 
question, what is the sanction of that particular standard? We 
may answer, the same as of all other moral standards — the con- 
scientious feelings of mankind. Undoubtedly this sanction has no 
binding efficacy on those who do not possess the feelings it appeals 
to; but neither will these persons be more obedient to any other 
moral principle than to the utilitarian one. On them morality of 

*any kind has no hold but through the external sanctions. Mean- 
while the feelings exist, a fact in human nature, the reality of 
which, and the great power with which they are capable of acting 
on those in whom they have been duly cultivated, are proved by 
experience. No reason has ever been shown why they may not be 
cultivated to as great intensity in connection with the utilitarian, 


as with any other rule of morals.' 

12. Regardless of whether this inner feeling for mankind is inborn 
or acquired, Mill contends that it can be a powerful force and a sound 
basis for utilitarian morality. 


It is not necessary, for the present purpose, to decide whether 
the feeling of duty is innate or implanted. Assuming it to be 
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innate, it is an open question to what objects it naturally attaches 
itself; for the philosophic supporters of that theory are now agreed 
that the intuitive perception is of principles of morality, and not 
of the details. If there be anything innate in the matter, I see no 
reason why the feeling which is innate should not be that of re- 
gard to the pleasures and pains of others. If there is any principle 
of morals which is intuitively obligatory, I should say it must be 
that. If so, the intuitive ethics would coincide with the utilitarian, 
and there would be no further quarrel between them. Even as it is, 
the intuitive moralists, though they believe that there are other 
intuitive moral obligations, do already believe this to be one; for 
they unanimously hold that a large portion of morality turns upon 
the consideration due to the interests of our fellow creatures. 
Therefore, if the belief in the transcendental origin of moral 
obligation gives any additional efficacy to the internal sanctiof, it 
appears to me that the utilitarian principle has already the benefit 
of it. 

On the other hand, if, as is my own belief, the moral feelings 
are not innate, but acquired, they are not for that reason the less 
natural. It is natural to man to speak, to reason, to build cities, 
to cultivate the ground, though these are acquired faculties. The 
moral feelings are not indeed a part of our nature, in the sense 
of being in any perceptible degree present in all of us; but this, 
unhappily, is a fact admitted by those who believe the most 
strenuously in their transcendental origin. Like the other acquired 
capacities above referred to, the moral faculty, if not a part of our 
nature, is a natural outgrowth from it; capable, like them, in a 
certain small degree, of springing up spontaneously; and suscepti- 
ble of being brought by cultivation to a high degree of develop- 
ment. Unhappily it is also susceptible, by a sufficient use of the 
external sanctions and of the force of early impressions, of being 
cultivated in almost any direction: so that there is hardly any- 
thing so absurd or so mischievous that it may not, by means of 
these influences, be made to act on the human mind with all the 
authority of conscience. To'doubt that the same potency might 
be given by the same means to the principle of utility, even if it 
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had nq foundation in human nature, would be flying in the face 
of all experience. 

But moral associations which are wholly of artificial creation, 
when intellectual culture goes on, yield by degrees to the dissolv- 
ing force of analysis: and if the feeling of duty, when associated 
with utility, would appear equally arbitrary; if there were no 
leading department of our nature, no powerful class of sentiments, 
with which that association would harmonize, which would make 
us feel it congenial, and incline us not only to foster it in others 
(for which we have abundant interested motives), but also to 
cherish it in ourselves; if there were not,.in short, a natural basis 
of sentiment for utilitarian morality, it might well happen that 
this association also, even after it had been implanted by educa- 
tion, might be analyzed away. 

But there is this basis of powerful natural sentiment; and this 
it is which, when once the general happiness is recognized as the 
ethical standard, will constitute the strength of the utilitarian 
morality. This firm foundation is that of the social feelings of 
mankind; the desire to be in unity with our fellow creatures, 
which is already a powerful principle in human nature, and hap- 
pily one of those which tend to become stronger, even without 
express inculcation, from the influences of advancing civilisa- 


tion." 


13. Mill s moving description of the origin and nature of the feeling 
for humanity may-serve as a fitting conclusion to his exposition of the 


greatest happiness principle. 


The deeply-rooted conception which every individual even now 
has of himself as a social being, tends to make him feel it one of 
his natural wants that there should be harmony between his feel- 
ing and aims and those of his fellow creatures. If differences of 
opinion and of mental culture make it impossible for him to share 
many of their actual feelings — perhaps make him denounce and 
defy those feelings — he still needs to be conscious that his real 
aim and theirs do not conflict; that he is not opposing himself to 
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what they really wish for, namely, their own good, but is,on the 
contrary, promoting it. This feeling in most individuals is much 
inferior in strength to their selfish feelings, and is often wanting 
altogether. But to those who have it, it possesses all the characters 
of a natural feeling. It does not present itself to their minds as a 
superstition of education, or a law despotically imposed by the 
power of society, but as an attribute which it would not be well 
for them to be without. This conviction is the ultimate sanction 
of the greatest-happiness morality. This it is which makes any 
mind, of well-developed feelings, work with, and not against, the 
outward motives to care for others, afforded by what I have 
called the external sanctions; and when those sanctions are want- 
ing, or act in an opposite direction, constitutes in itself a powerful 
internal binding force, in proportion to the sensitiveness and 
thoughtfulness of the character; since few but those whose niind 
is a moral blank, could bear to lay out their course of life on the 
plan of paying no regard to others except so far as their own 
private interest compels.” 


Questions 


1. What is the “principle of utility"? Why does Mill feel called upon 
to defend the doctrine in such detail? 

2. In what respects is Mill’s conception of utilitarianism different from 
Bentham’s? 

3. What is Mill’s reply to the objection that the greatest happiness 
principle is a “swinish doctrine”? 

4. Distinguish between “ psychological hedonism” and “ethical hedon- 
ism." Is it necessary to maintain both if you subscribe to either? 
Is it necessary to reject one if you subscribe to the other? 

5. Why does Mill distinguish different kinds of pleasure? What criterion 
does he set up to judge differences in the quality of pleasures? 

6. Discuss the role of sanctions in Mill's ethical theory, with special 
attention to the “feeling for humanity.” 

7. Elaborate on Mill's distinction between a motive for conduct and a 
rule of conduct. What does he mean by his assertion that the motive 
has nothing to do with the morality of an action? 

8. Discuss Mill's statement that it is not possible to prove first prin- 
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ciples or ultimate goals. Do you agree with him? Can you name at 
least two moral philosophers who would disagree with this position? 
9. Reconstruct Mill's replies to (a) the accusation that the utilitarian 
doctrine is incompatible with the Christian ideal of self-sacrifice, 
and (b) the argument that the doctrine is invalid because it is not 
possible for man to achieve happiness. 
10. Do you believe that the utilitarian doctrine, as Mill presents it, has 
. value for our times? 


Key to selections: 


JOHN STUART MILL, Utilitarianism, London, Longmans, Green and Co., 
1897. 


s Ch. IV, pp. 52-53. ^ Ch. II, pp. 18-20. 
b Ch. II, pp. 8-9. i Ch. II, pp. 24-25. 
* Ch. II, pp. 9-10. i Ch. II, pp. 26-28. 
» 3 Ch. II, pp. 10-12. x Ch. III, pp. 39-40. 
* Ch. II, pp. 12-14. ! Ch. III, pp. 40743. 
t Ch. II, pp. 14-16. m Ch. III, pp. 44-46. 
z Ch. II, pp. 16-17. ? Ch. III, pp. 50-51. 


Guide to Additional Reading 
INEXPENSIVE EDITIONS: 


MILL, J. S., Autobiography, World's Classics (Oxford University Press). 
——, Two Letters on the Measures of Value (Johns Hopkins Press). 
—, Utilitarianism, Liberty and Representative Government, Every- 

man’s Library (Dutton). 
—, Utilitarianism, Great Books Foundation (Regnery). 
——, Utilitarianism, Little Library of Liberal Arts (Liberal Arts). 
— , “Utilitarianism” and “On Liberty,” English Philosophers 
from Bacon to Mill, Modern Library (Random House). 


INEXPENSIVE EDITIONS OF RELATED WORKS: 
Bentham, J., 4n Introduction to the Principle of Morals and Legislation. 
Hafner Library of Classics (Hafner). 
DISCUSSION AND COMMENTARY: 
Broad, C. D., Five Types of Ethical Theory, New York, Harcourt, Brace 


and Co., 1930, Ch. VI. 
2461 


THE GREATEST HAPPINESS PRINCIPLE 


Moore, G. E., Ethics, New York, Home University Library, Henry Holt - 
and Company, 1912, Chs. I and Il. 4i] 
Plamenatz, J., The English Utilitarians, Oxford, Basil Blackwell a 
Mott, Ltd., 1944. 
Sidgwick, H., The Methods of Ethics, New York, The Macmillan Con 
pany, 1925, Bks. II and IV. e. 1 
Stephen, L., The English Utilitarians, New York, G. P. Putman's Son 
1900, vol. III. 


252 


Chapter xtt 


THE TRANSVALUATION 


OF VALUES 


i Friedrich Nietzsche 


Pah he was descended through both his parents from 
theologians, Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900) made his reputation 
in philosophy through a “campaign against morality." No hint 
of his widespread influence on European thought is given by the 
facts of his history. He was born in the Prussian city of Rócken, 
and his father's premature death left Friedrich to be petted and 
spoiled as the only male in a household consisting of his mother, 
a younger sister, and other female relatives. His home life and 
early education were entirely in keeping with the family tradition 
of piety, but as a student at the universities of Bonn and Leipzig, 
Nietzsche's thinking underwent a radical transformation. He was 
much impressed by the vitality of the ancient Graeco-Roman 
civilization and by the grim realism of the contemporary principle 
of the “survival of the fittest.” These influences, together with the 
pessimistic, anti-rationalistic philosophy of Arthur Schopenhauer, 
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were the chief external sources of Nietzsche's extreme revulsion 
against the ideals of his time; to him, European civilization ap- 
peared despicably weak and decadent. 

Throughout his life, Nietzsche was plagued by physical disabil- 
ity. An injury suffered in military training in 1867 made active 
duty impossible, but he later interrupted his academic career ‘to 
seek the stimulation of the military scene as a volunteer in the 
Hospital Corps during the Franco-Prussian War (1870). Illness 
contracted while he was in service — the beginning of a lifetime 
of increasing physical suffering — forced him to leave the army, 
and he returned to the academic world. On the strength of his 
exceptional academic ability, he had been appointed professor of 
classical philology at the University of Basel in Switzerland at the 
age of twenty-four. By the time he was thirty-five, poor health 
obliged him to resign, and for nearly a decade, he travelled through 
Europe in a vain search for an environment in which he might 
recover his health. 

Despite the wretchedness of protracted sickness and loneliness, 
Nietzsche produced a succession of brilliant books. His first im- 
portant work, The Birth of Tragedy from the Spirit of Music 
(1872), was probably influenced by his brief attachment to the 
famous composer, Richard Wagner. Of his major philosophical 
works, many express in their titles his protest against the ac- 
cepted ideals of his time: Thoughts Out of Season (1876), Human 
All-Too-Human (1880), Beyond Good and Evil (1886), The Gene- 
alogy of Morals (1887), and The Antichrist (1889). Nietzsche’s 
more positive and constructive writings include The Dawn of Day 
(1881), The Joyful Wisdom (1882), and the dramatic Thus Spake 
Zarathustra (1884). His final work was The Will to Power (1889). 
A violent seizure, early in 1889, followed by insanity, terminated 
Nietzsche's career; his sister, Elizabeth Foerster-Nietzsche, edited 
his unfinished works and saw to their publication. 

Perhaps more than any other philosopher, Nietzsche stands in 
need of defense against the tendency to evaluate ideas in terms 
of the man rather than by their own merits. Against the view 
sometimes expressed that Nietzsche's extremist theories and emo- 
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tional style were the expression of a diseased mind, there stands 
the fact that his works are distinguished for brilliance of insight, 
shrewdness of argument, and soundness of scholarship. Moreover, 
his radical ideas have been welcomed by many conscientious 
thinkers in literature, art, pedagogy, politics, religion, and ethics, 
who, with him, have been alarmed by the decline of individuality 
and free expression in the “machine age.” 


Fortified with the conviction that philosophers must serve as 
“the bad conscience of their age,” Nietzsche attacks relentlessly 
what he sees as the decadence and hypocrisy of traditional Euro- 
pean morality — a morality which, he predicts, will inevitably 
lead to the eclipse of western civilization. To avert this disaster, 
Nigtzsche proposes a moral counter-movement: 


After thousands of years of error and confusion, it is my good fortune 
to have rediscovered the road which leads to a Yea and to a Nay. 


I teach people to say Nay in the face of all that makes for weakness 
and exhaustion. 


I teach people to say Yea in the face of all that makes for strength, 
that preserves strength, and justifies the feeling of strength.* 


Nietzsche holds up to ridicule the accepted ideals of the Judaeo- 
Christian religion and Greek rationalism, describing them as re- 
versals of the true values. To implement the needed moral revolu- 
tion, he presents a corrected table of virtues: in place of humility, 
pride; in place of sympathy and pity, contempt and aloofness; 
in place of love of one’s neighbor, ruthless exploitation. However, 
Nietzsche does not intend this doctrine of the transvaluation of 
values for the “common herd,” but for the few “free spirits” of the 
day who are intellectually fit to receive it.’ 

1 Nietzsche's works are frequently, but erroneously, regarded as philosophical support 
for the recent National Socialist (Nazi) movement in Germany. While a few themes from 
his philosophy may support the Nazi doctrines, there are fundamental differences, o 
in the opposition of Nietzsche's principle of radical creative individualism to the Nazi 
principle of the priority of the state over the individual. 
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In a series of pungent aphorisms, replete with invective and wit, 
Nietzsche addresses himself to the aristocracy of free spirits. He 
exhorts them to prepare the way for the next stage in human 
evolution, the Superman. For Nietzsche, the Superman symbolizes 
the unfettered spirit, revelling in his magnificent strength and. his 
own worth. Although man in his present condition may be re- 
garded as the highest form of existence, his dominance over nature 
is still precarious. Indeed, “Man is something to be surpassed.” 
The Superman represents a higher level of mastery over nature. 

While the conception of evolution is fundamental in Nietzsche’s 
ethical system, his interpretation of it departs from the widely- 
accepted Darwinian hypothesis. In Darwin’s theory, evolution is 
conceived as passive and mechanical adaptation to the environ- 
ment, but Nietzsche finds the true meaning of evolution in an ag- 
gressive “will to power” to dominate the environment: “. . . Phe 
strongest and highest Will to Life does not find expression in a 
miserable struggle for existence, but in a Will to War, a Will to 
Power, a Will to @verpower!” There is in evolution no progress 
towards a goal: each thing in the universe manifests a ceaseless, 
blind striving for power, shifting back and forth between success 
and failure in the competition for mastery. 

Man’s struggle for dominance over his environment is ham- 
pered by the teachings of false moralities. The true morality, — - 
Nietzsche holds, must build from the immediate sense of power «| 
which everyone can feel within himself. Like numerous moralists 
before him, Nietzsche approves as good whatever conforms to 
nature, and condemns as bad whatever is contrary to it. But he 
dismisses as unrealistic the description of nature as a rational or 
providential order. Nature is essentially the will to power, a brutal 
and savage contest of strength, characterized by frightfulness and 
tragedy, bloodshed, suffering, and cruelty. Affirming the values 
which enhance the will to power, saying "yea" to life as it actually 
is, constitutes for Nietzsche the true morality. 

From the point of view of the Nietzschean morality, all ethical 
theories which conceal the hard facts of existence and teach the 
repression of the will to power are insidious. Nietzsche therefore 
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castigates Christians and Jews, Germans and Englishmen, phi- 
losophers and scientists — and women — for preferring life-deny- 
ing values. The Judaeo-Christian ethic is singled out as the most 
pernigious source of anti-natural morality. Its perversion of the 
will to power is seen in clergymen seeking mastery under cover of 
„hypocritical sermons on meekness, and its repression of the will to 
power is seen in the “botched and bungled” masses who are taken 
in by the deceptions of the priests. 

The rationalism of traditional philosophy, since it too misrepre- 
sents reality, is regarded as reinforcing the debilitating influence 
of Christianity. In holding up the ideal of man as a rational animal, 
the philosophers mistakenly elevate reason to the pre&minent po- 
sition in human nature. In actuality, the essence of man is not 
r€ason, but will — the will to power. In the Nietzschean scheme, 
the role of reason is to facilitate the functioning of the drive for 
power by organizing efficiently the conditions of action. Nietzsche 
uses the Greek gods, Dionysius and Apollo, to dramatize the rela- 
tionship between the will and the reason. Dionysius, the frenzied 
and passionate, is revered as the symbol of the undisciplined will 
to power. Apollo, representing rationality and order, must be the 
instrument by which the will to power can increase its mastery. 
With the Apollonian element supporting rather than suppressing 
the Dionysian, man can defy God and dominate the universe: the 
moral man “lives dangerously.” 


1. Drawing upon his knowledge of philology and history for evi- 
dence, Nietzsche contradicts the main currents of the liberal, demo- 
cratic thought of his time. The cardinal distinction of his ethical 
theory is that between the " master-morality" of the noble and free 
spirits and the “slave-morality” of the common run of man. 

In a tour through the many finer and coarser moralities which 
have hitherto prevailed or still prevail on the earth, I found certain 
traits recurring regularly together, and connected with one an- 
other, until finally two primary types revealed themselves to me, 

257 


THE TRANSVALUATION OF VALUES 


and a radical distinction was brought to light. There is master- 
morality and slave-morality; — Y would at once add, however, that 
in all higher and mixed civilisations, there are also attempts at 
the reconciliation of the two moralities; but one finds still oftener 
the confusion and mutual misunderstanding of them, indeed, 
sometimes their close juxtaposition — even in the same man, 
within one soul. The distinctions of moral values have either 
originated in a ruling caste, pleasantly conscious of being different 
from the ruled — or among the ruled class, the slaves and de- 
pendents of all sorts. . . . 

The noble type of man regards himself as a determiner of values; 
he does not require to be approved of; he passes the judgment: 
“What is injurious to me is injurious in itself"; he knows that it is 
he hirnself only who confers honour on things; he is a creator of 
values. He honours whatever he recognises in himself: such moral- 
ity is self-glorification. In the foreground there is the feeling of 
plenitude, of power, which seeks to overflow, the happiness of 
high tension, the consciousness of a wealth which would fain give 
and bestow: — the noble man also helps the unfortunate, but not 
— or scarcely — out of pity, but rather from an impulse generated 
by the super-abundance of power. The noble man honours in him- 
self the powerful one, him also who has power over himself, who 
knows how to speak and how to keep silence, who takes pleasure 
in subjecting himself to severity and hardness, and has reverence 
for all that is severe and hard... . 

It is otherwise with the second type of morality, s/ave-morality. 
Supposing that the abused, the oppressed, the suffering, the un- 
emancipated, the weary, and those uncertain of themselves, should 
moralise, what will be the common element in their moral esti- 
mates? Probably a pessimistic suspicion with regard to the entire 
situation of man will find expression, perhaps a condemnation of 
man, together with his situation. The slave has an unfavourable 
eye for the virtues of the powerful; he has a scepticism and dis- 
trust, a refinement of distrust of everything “good” that is there 
honoured — he would fain persuade himself that the very happi- 
ness there is not genuine. On the other hand, those qualities which 
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serve to alleviate the existence of sufferers are brought into promi- 
nence and flooded with light; it is here that sympathy, the kind, 
helping hand, the warm heart, patience, diligence, humility, and 
friendliness attain to honour; for here these are the most useful 
qualities, and almost the only means of supporting the burden of 
exisgence. Slave-morality is essentially the morality of utility. 
Here is the seat of the origin of the famous antithesis “good” and 
"evil": — power and dangerousness are assumed to reside in the 
evil, a certain dreadfulness, subtlety, and strength, which do not 
admit of being despised. According to slave-morality, therefore, 
the “evil” man arouses fear; according to master-morality, it is 
precisely the “good” man who arouses fear and seeks to arouse it, 
while the bad man is regarded as the despicable being." 


2. There are, then, different ethical terms for the two moralities: 
*the distinction between “good” and “bad” is made by the aristocrat, 
while the opposition of “good” and “evil” is the invention of the 
slaves. Motivated by resentment, the latter call “evil” those character- 
istics which the aristocrats most honor in themselves. 


The guide-post which first put me on the right track was this 
question — what is the true etymological significance of the vari- 
ous symbols for the idea good" which have been coined in the 
various languages? I then found that they all led back to the same 
evolution of the same idea — that everywhere “aristocrat,” “no- 
ble” (in the social sense), is the root idea, out of which have 
necessarily developed “good” in the sense of “with aristocratic 
soul,” “noble,” in the sense of “with a soul of high calibre,” 
“with a privileged soul" — a development which invariably runs 
parallel with that other evolution by which “vulgar,” “plebeian,” 
“low,” are made to change finally into " bad". . . . 

The revolt of the slaves in morals begins in the very principle of 
resentment becoming creative and giving birth to values — a re- 
sentment experienced by creatures who, deprived as they are of 
the proper outlet of action, are forced to find their compensation 
in an imaginary revenge. While every aristocratic morality springs 
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from a triumphant affirmation of its own demands, the slave 
morality says “no” from the very outset to what is “outside it- 
self,” “different from itself," and “not itself’: and this “no” is 
its creative deed. 

-.. What respect for his enemies is found, forsooth, in an 
aristocratic man — and such a reverence is already a bridge to 
love! He insists on having his enemy to himself as his distinction. 
He tolerates no other enemy but a man in whose character there 
is nothing to despise and much to honour! On the other hand, 
imagine the “enemy” as the resentful man conceives him — and 
it is here exactly that we see his work, his creativeness; he has 
conceived "'the evil enemy,” the “evil one,” and indeed that is 
the root idea from which he now evolves as a contrasting and cor- 
responding figure a “good one,” himself — his very self! 

The method of this man is quite contrary to that of the aristo- 
cratic man, who conceives the root idea "good" spontaneously 
and straight away, that is to say, out of himself, and from that 
material then creates for himself a concept of “bad”! This “bad” 
of aristocratic origin and that “evil ” out of the cauldron of unsatis- 
fied hatred — the former an imitation, an “extra,” an additional 
nuance; the latter, on the other hand, the original, the beginning, 
the essential act in the conception of a slave-morality — these 
two words "bad" and "evil," how great a difference do they 
mark, in spite of the fact that they have an identical contrary 
in the idea “good.” But the idea “good” is not the same: much 
rather let the question be asked, “Who is really evil according to 
the meaning of the morality of resentment?” In all sternness let 
it be answered thus: — just the good man of the other morality, 
just the aristocrat, the powerful one, the one who rules, but who is 
distorted by the venomous eye of resentfulness, into a new colour, 
a new signification, a new appearance. This particular point we 
would be the last to deny: the man who learned to know those 
“good” ones only as enemies, learned at the same time not to know 
them only as “evi? enemies,” and the same men who inter pares 
were kept so rigorously in bounds through conven tion, respect, cus- 
tom, and gratitude, though much more through mutual vigilance 
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and jealousy inter pares, these men who in their relations with 
each other find so many new ways of manifesting consideration, 
self-control, delicacy, loyalty, pride, and friendship, these men 
are in reference to what is outside their circle (where the foreign 
element, a foreign country, begins), not much better than beasts 
of prey which have been let loose. They enjoy there freedom from 
all social control, they feel that in the wilderness they can give 
vent with impunity to that tension which is produced by en- 
closure and imprisonment in the peace of society, they revert to 
the innocence of the beast-of-prey conscience, like jubilant mon- 
sters, who perhaps come from a ghostly bout of murder, arson, 
rape, and torture, with bravado and a moral equanimity, as 
though merely some wild student's prank had been played, per- 
fectly convinced that the poets have now an ample theme to sing 
arid celebrate. It is impossible not to recognise at the core of all 
these aristocratic races the beast of prey; the magnificent blonde 
brute, avidly rampant for spoil and victory; this hidden core 
needed an outlet from time to time, the beast must get loose again, 
must return into the wilderness . . .° 


3. Nietzsche argues that creativity is the privilege aud gift of the 
aristocratic, i.e., the barbarian, ferocious components of society. Only 
they, he claims, have accomplished improvements in human nature. 


Every elevation of the type “man,” has hitherto been the work 
of an aristocratic society and so it will always be — a society be- 
lieving in a long scale of gradations of rank and differences of 
worth among human beings, and requiring slavery in some form 
or other. Without the pathos of distance, such as grows out of the 
incarnated difference of classes, out of the constant outlooking 
and downlooking of the ruling caste on subordinates and instru- 
ments, and out of their equally constant practice of obeying and 
commanding, of keeping down and keeping at a distance = that 
other more mysterious pathos could never have arisen, the longing 
for an ever new widening of distance within the soul itself, the 
formation of ever higher, rarer, further, more extended, more com- 
prehensive states, in short, just fe elevation of the type "man, 
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the continued “‘self-surmounting of man," to use a moral formula 
in a supermoral sense. To be sure, one must not resign oneself to 
any humanitarian illusions about the history of the origin of an 
aristocratic society (that is to say, of the preliminary condition 
for the elevation of the type “man ”): the truth is hard. Let us 
acknowledge unprejudicedly how every higher civilisation hitherto 
has originated! Men with a still natural nature, barbarians in 
every terrible sense of the word, men of prey, still in possession of 
unbroken strength of will and desire for power, threw themselves 
upon weaker, more moral, more peaceful races (perhaps trading 
or cattle-rearing communities), or upon old mellow civilisations 
in which the final vital force was flickering out in brilliant fire- 
works of wit and depravity. At the commencement, the noble 
caste was always the barbarian caste: their superiority did not 
consist first of all in their physical, but in their psychical powe? — 
they were more complete men (which at every point also implies 
the same as “more complete beasts"). 


4. The psychical impotence of the “herd” is reflected in the moral- 
ity it produces. The basic principle of all slave-morality, Nietzsche 
tells us, is resentment of the aristocratic Spirit. For example, altru- 
ism, a typical slave ideal, denies the value of creative egoism which is 
central to the master-morality. 


The preponderance of an altruistic way of valuing is the result 
of a consciousness of the fact that one is botched and bungled. 
Upon examination, this point of view turns out to be: “I am not 
worth much,” simply a psychological valuation; more plainly still: 
it is the feeling of impotence, of the lack of the great self-asserting 
impulses of power (in muscles, nerves, and ganglia). This valua- 
tion gets translated, according to the particular culture of these 
classes, into a moral or religious principle (the pre-eminence of 
religious or moral precepts is always a sign of low culture): it 
tries to justify itself in spheres whence, as far as it is concerned, 
the notion “value” hails. The interpretation by means of which 
the Christian sinner tries to understand himself, is an attempt at 
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justifying his lack of power and of self-confidence: he prefers to 
fe&l himself a sinner rather than feel bad for nothing: it is in itself 
a symptom of decay when interpretations of this sort are used at 
all. In some cases the bungled and the botched do not look for the 
reason of their unfortunate condition in their own guilt (as the 
Christian does), but in society: when, however, the Socialist, the 
Anarchist, and the Nihilist are conscious that their existence is 


. something for which some one must be guilty, they are very closely 


related to the Christian, who also believes that he can more easily 
endure his ill ease and his wretched constitution when he has 
found some one whom he can hold responsible for it. The instinct 
of revenge and resentment appears in both cases here ds a means of 
enduring life, as a self-preservative measure, as is also the favour 
shown to altruistic theory and practice. The hatred of egoism, 
whether it be one's own (as in the case of the Christian), or an- 
other's (as in the case of the Socialists), thus appears as a valua- 
tion reached under the predominance of revenge; and also as an 
act of prudence on the part of the preservative instinct of the suf- 
fering, in the form of an increase in their feelings of co-operation 
and unity .. . At bottom, as I have already suggested, the dis- 
charge of resentment which takes place in the act of judging, re- 
` jecting, and punishing egoism (one's own or that of others) is still 
a self-preservative measure on the part of the bungled and the 
botched. In short: the cult of altruism is merely a particular form 
of egoism, which regularly appears under certain definite physio- 
logical circumstances. 

When the Socialist, with righteous indignation, cries for “jus- 
tice,” “rights,” “equal rights,” it only shows that he is oppressed 
by his inadequate culture, and is unable to understand why he 
suffers: he also finds pleasure in crying; — if he were more at ease 
he would take jolly good care not to cry in that way: in that case 
he would seek his pleasure elsewhere. The same holds good of the 
Christian: he curses, condemns, and sianders the “world” — and 
does not even except himself. But that is no reason for taking him 
seriously. In both cases we are in the presence of invalids who feel 
better for crying, and who fiñd relief in slander.° 

"1463 


THE TRANSVALUATION OF VALUES 


5. Continuing in the same vein, Nietzsche condemns the ideals of 
peace and universal equality, exposing their life-denying qualities. 
Exploitation and competition, he argues, characterize all li ving things, 
because they are the very essence of the Will to Power. 


To refrain mutually from injury, from violence, from exploita- 
tion, and put one’s will on a par with that of others: this may result 
in a certain rough sense in good conduct among individuals when 
the necessary conditions are given (namely, the actual similarity 
of the individuals in amount of force and degree of worth, and 
their cp-relation within one organisation). As soon, however, as 
one wished to take this principle more generally, and if possible 
even as the fundamental principle of society, it would immediately 
disclose what it really is — namely, a Will to the denial of life, a 
principle of dissolution and decay. Here one must think pro- 


foundly to the very basis and resist all sentimental weakness: life ^ 


itself ib essentially appropriation, injury, conquest of the strange 
and weak, suppression, severity, obtrusion of peculiar forms, in- 
corporation, and at the least, putting it mildest, exploitation; — 
but why should one for ever use precisely these words on which 
for ages a disparaging purpose has been stamped? Even the or- 
ganisation within which, as was previously supposed, the indi- 
viduals treat each other as equal — it takes place in every healthy 
aristocracy — must itself, if it be a living and not a dying or- 
ganisation, do all that towards other bodies, which the individuals 
within it refrain from doing to each other: it will have to be the 
incarnated Will to Power, it will endeavour to grow, to gain 
ground, attract to itself and acquire ascendency — not owing to 
any morality or immorality, but because it lives, and because life 
is precisely Will to Power. On no point, however, is the ordinary 
consciousness of Europeans more unwilling to be corrected than 
on this matter; people now rave everywhere, even under the guise 
of science, about coming conditions of society in which “the ex- 
ploiting character” is to be absent: — that sounds to my ears as 
if they promised to invent a mode of life which should refrain 
from all organic functions, “Exploitation” does not belong to a 
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depraved, or imperfect and primitive society: it belongs to the 
nature of the living being as a primary organic function; it is a 
consequence of the intrinsic Will to Power, which is precisely the 
Will to Life. — Granting that as a theory this is a novelty — as 
a reality it is the fundamental fact of all history: let us be so far 
honest*towards ourselves! ! 


i 6. The primary responsibility for the dishonest morality which is 
exhausting European civilization Nietzsche assigns to Judaism and 
Christianity. 

I regard Christianity as the most fatal and seductive lie that 
has ever yet existed — as the greatest and most impious lie: I 
can discern the last sprouts and branches of its ideal beneath every 
form of disguise, I decline to enter into any compromise or false 
position in reference to it — I urge people to declare open war 
with it. 

The morality of paltry people as the measure of all things: this 
is the most repugnant kind of degeneracy that civilisation has ever 
yet brought into existence. And this kind of ideal is hanging still, 
under the name of “God,” over men's heads!! 

However modest one's demands may be concerning intellectual 
cleanliness, when one touches the New Testament one cannot 
help experiencing a sort of inexpressible feeling of discomfort; 
for the unbounded cheek with which the least qualified people will 
have their say in its pages, in regard to the greatest problems of 
existence, and claim to sit in judgment on such matters, exceeds 
all limits. The impudent levity with which the most unwieldy 
problems are spoken of here (life, the world, God, the purpose of 
life), as if they were not problems at all, but the most simple 
things which these little bigots know all about!!! .. . 

The Zaw, which is the fundamentally realistic formula of certain 
self-preservative measures of a community, forbids certain actions 
that have a definite tendency to jeopardise the welfare of that 
community: it does not forbid the attitude of mind which gives 
rise to these actions — for in the pursuit of other ends the com- 
munity requires these en actions, namely, when it is a 
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matter of opposing its enemies. The moral idealist now steps for- 
ward and says: “God sees into men’s hearts: the action itself 
counts for nothing; the reprehensible attitude of mind from which 
it proceeds must be extirpated ...” In normal conditions men 
laugh at such things; it is only in exceptional cases, when a com- 
munity lives guite beyond the need of waging war in dtder to 
maintain itself, that an ear is lent to such things. Any attitude 
of mind is abandoned, the utility of which cannot be conceived. 

This was the case, for example, when Buddha appeared among 
a people that was both peacable and afflicted with great intellec- 
tual weariness. 

This was also the case in regard to the first Christian community 
(as also the Jewish), the primary condition of which was the abso- 
lutely unpolitical Jewish society. Christianity could grow only 
upori the soil of Judaism — that is to say, among a people tbat 
had already renounced the political life, and which led a sort of 
parasitic existence within the Roman sphere of government. 
Christianity goes a step further: it allows men to “emasculate” 
themselves even more; the circumstances actually favour their 
doing so. — Nature is expelled from morality when it is said, 
“Love ye your enemies”: for Nature's injunction, “Ye shall Zove 
your neighbour and hate your enemy,” has now become senseless 
in the law (in instinct); now, even the love a man feels for his 
neighbour must first be based upon something (a sort of love of 
God). God is introduced everywhere, and utility is withdrawn; the 

‘natural origin of morality is denied everywhere: the veneration of 
Nature, which lies in acknowledging a natural morality, is destroyed 
to the roots... ipe a 

What is it I protest against? That people should regard this 
paltry and peaceful mediocrity, this spiritual equilibrium which 
knows ‘nothing of the fine impulses of great accumulations of 
pena as something high, or possibly as the standard of all 

ings. : ; : ; 1 


7. Nietzsche sums up his case against Judaism and Christianity, 
stressing their unsuitability for the evolutionary struggle. 
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Among men, as among all other animals, there is a surplus of 
defective, diseased, degenerating, infirm, and necessarily suffering 
individuals; the successful cases, among men also, are always the 
exception; and in view of the fact that man is the animal not yet 


- properly adapted to his environment, the rare exception. But worse 


stil. The higher the type a man represents, the greater is the 
improbability that he will succeed; the accidental, the law of ir- 
rationality in the general constitution of mankind, manifests itself 
most terribly in its destructive effect on the higher orders of men, 
the conditions of whose lives are delicate, diverse, and difficult to 
determine. What, then, is the attitude of the two greatest religions 
above-mentioned to the surp/us of failures in life? They endeavour 
to preserve and keep alive whatever can be preserved; in fact, as 
the religions for sufferers, they take the part of these upon princi- 
ple; they are always in favour of those who suffer from life as 
from a disease, and they would fain treat every other experience 
of life as false and impossible. However highly we may esteem 
this indulgent and preservative care (inasmuch as in applying to 
others, it has applied, and applies also to the highest and usually 
the most suffering type of man), the hitherto paramount religions 
— to give a general appreciation of them — are among the princi- 
pal causes which have kept the type of “man” upon a lower level 
— they have preserved too much that which should have perished. 
One.has to thank them for invaluable services; and who is suf- 
ficiently rich in gratitude not to feel poor at the contemplation of 
all that the “spiritual men” of Christianity have done for Europe 
hitherto! But when they had given comfort to the sufferers, cour- 
age to the oppressed and despairing, a staff and support to the 
helpless, and when they had allured from society into convents 
and spiritual penitentiaries the broken-hearted and distracted: 
what else had they to do in order to work systematically in that 
fashion, and with a good conscience, for the preservation of all 
the sick and suffering, which means, in deed and in truth, to 


. work for the deterioration of the European race? To reverse all 


estimates of value — that is what they had to do! And to shatter 


the strong, to spoil great hopes, to cast suspicion on the delight 
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in beauty, to break down everything autonomous, manly, con- 
quering, and imperious — all instincts which are natural to the 
highest and most successful type of “man” — into uncertainty, 
distress of conscience, and self-destruction; forsooth, to invert all 
love of the earthly and of supremacy over the earth, into hatred 
of the earth and earthly things. . . ^ : 


8. The moral philosophers, no less than the priests, teach the denial 
of life, and Nietzsche attacks the “ superstitions which heretofore have 
been fashionable among philosophers." False psychology, faulty 
logic, and a misunderstanding of the role of reason serve the philoso- 
phers in their hatred of life. 


In the whole of moral evolution, there is no sign of truth: all 
the conceptual elements which come into play are fictions; all the 
psychological tenets are false; all the forms of logic employed in 
this department of prevarication are sophisms. The chief feature 
of all moral philosophers is their total lack of intellectual cleanli- 
ness and self-control: they regard “fine feelings” as arguments: 
their heaving breasts seem to them the bellows of godliness... 
Moral philosophy is the most suspicious period in the history of 
the human intellect . . . 

Why everything resolved itself into mummery. — Rudimentary 
psychology, which only considered the conscious lapses of men (as 
causes), which regarded “consciousness” as an attribute of the 
soul, and which sought a will behind every action (;.e., an inten- 
tion), could only answer " Happiness" to the question: “What 
does man desire?” (it was impossible to answer “Power,” because 
that would have been immoral); — consequently behind all men's 
actions there is the intention of attaining to happiness by means 
of them. Secondly: if man as a matter of fact does not attain to 
happiness, why is it? Because he mistakes the means thereto. — 
What is the unfailing means of acquiring happiness? Answer: vir- 
tue. — Why virtue? Because virtue is supreme rationalness, and 
rationalness makes mistakes in the choice of means impossible: 
virtue in the form of reason is the way to happiness. Dialectics is 
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the constant occupation of virtue, because it does away with 
passion and intellectual cloudiness. 

As a matter of fact, man does z/ desire “happiness.” Pleasure 
is a sensation of power: if the passions are excluded, those states 
of the mind are also excluded which afford the greatest sensation 
of power and therefore of pleasure. The highest rationalism is a 
state of cool clearness, which is very far from being able to bring 
about that feeling of power which every kind of exa/tation in- 
volves... 

[They] combat everything that intoxicates and exalts — every- 
thing that impairs the perfect coolness and impartiality of the 
mind. ... They were consistent with their first false principle: 
that consciousness was the highest, the supreme state of mind, the 
prerequisite of perfection — whereas the reverse is true. 

If one should require a proof of how deeply and thoroughly the 
actually barbarous needs of man, even in his present state of 
tameness and "civilisation," still seek gratification, one should 
contemplate the "leitmotifs" of the whole of the evolution of 
philosophy: —a sort of revenge upon reality, a surreptitious proc- 
ess of destroying the values by means of which men live, a dis- 
satisfied soul to which the condition of discipline is one of torture, 
and which takes a particular pleasure in morbidly severing all the 
bonds that bind it to such a condition. 

The history of philosophy is the story of a secret and mad hatred 
of the prerequisites of Life, of the feelings which make for the 
real values of Life, and of all partisanship in favour of Life. Phi- 
losophers have never hesitated to affirm a fanciful world, provided 
it contradicted this world, and furnished them with a weapon 
wherewith they could calumniate this world. Up to the present, 
philosophy has been the grand school of slander: and its power has 
been so great, that even to-day our science, which pretends to be 
the advocate of Life, has accepted the fundamental position of 
slander . .. What is the hatred which is active here? 

I fear that it is still the Circe of philosophers — Morality, which 
plays them the trick of compelling them to be ever slanderers. . . . 
They believed in moral “truths,” in these they thought they had 
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found the highest values; what alternative had they left, save 
that of denying existence ever more emphatically the more’ they 
got to know about it? . . . For this life is immoral . . . And it is 
based upon immoral first principles: and morality says nay to 
Life. 

9. The life-seeking values of cruelty and Homeric deception are 
rediscovered by Nietzsche in the search for values which will stand 
right side up before the brute facts of existence. 


... Even obvious truths, as if by the agreement of centuries, 
have long remained unuttered, because they have the appearance 
of helping the finally slain wild beast back to life again. I perhaps 
risk something when I allow such a truth to escape; let others 
capture it again and give it so much “milk of pious sentiment” 
to drink, that it will lie down quiet and forgotten, in its old corner. 
— One ought to learn anew about cruelty, and open one’s eyes; 
one ought at last to learn impatience, in order that such immodest 
gross errors — as, for instance, have been fostered by ancient and 
modern philosophers with regard to tragedy — may no longer 
wander about virtuously and boldly. Almost everything that we : 
call “higher culture" is based upon the spiritualising and intensi- 
fying of cruelty — this is my thesis; the “wild beast” has not 
been slain at all, it lives, it flourishes, it has only been — trans- 
figured. That which constitutes the painful delight of tragedy is 
cruelty; that which operates agreeably in so-called tragic sympa- ` 
thy, and at the basis even of everything sublime, up to the highest 
and most delicate thrills of metaphysics, obtains its sweetness 
solely from the intermingled ingredient of cruelty. What the Ro- 
man enjoys in the arena, the Christian in the ecstasies of the cross, 
the Spaniard at the sight of the faggot and stake, or of the bull- 
fight, the present-day Japanese who presses his way to the tragedy, 
the workman of the Parisian suburbs who has a homesickness for 
bloody revolutions, the Wagnerienne who, with unhinged will, 
“undergoes” the performance of “Tristan and Isolde” — what all 
these enjoy, and strive with mysterious ardour to drink in, is the 
philtre of the great Circe "cruelty" . ... Finally, let us consider 
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that even the seeker of knowledge operates as an artist and glorifier 
of cruelty, in that he compels his spirit to perceive against its own 
inclination, and often enough against the wishes of his heart: — 
he forces it to say Nay, where he would like to affirm, love, and 
adore; indeed, every instance of taking a thing profoundly and 
fundamentally, is a violation, an intentional injuring of the funda- 
mental will of the spirit, which instinctively aims at appearance 
and superficiality, — even in every desire for knowledge there is 
a drop of cruelty. 

. In this connection, there is the not unscrupulous readiness 
of the spirit to deceive other spirits and dissemble before them — 
the constant pressing and straining of a creating, shaping, change- 
able power: the spirit enjoys therein its craftiness and its variety 
of disguises, it enjoys also its feeling of security therein — it is 
precisely by its Protean arts that it is best protected and con- 
cealed! — Counter to this propensity for appearance, for simplifi- 
cation, for a disguise, for a cloak, in short, for an outside — for 
every outside is a cloak — there operates the sublime tendency 
of the man of knowledge, which takes, and insists on taking things 
profoundly, variously, and thoroughly; as a kind of cruelty of the 
intellectual conscience and taste, which every courageous thinker 
will acknowledge in himself, provided, as it ought to be, that he 
has sharpened and hardened his eye sufficiently long for intro- 
spection, and is accustomed to severe discipline and even severe 
words. He will say: “There is something cruel in the tendency of 
my spirit”: let the virtuous and amiable try to convince him that 
it is not so! In fact, it would sound nicer, if, instead of our cruelty, 
perhaps our “extravagant honesty” were talked about, whispered 
about and glorified — we free, very free spirits — and some day 
perhaps such will actually be our — posthumous glory! 


10. The ennobling character of suffering can be appreciated only 
by the aristocrat. Despising as weakness the longing of the “herd” 
for freedom from pain, the free spirit revels in the elevating power of 
suffering, for it spurs him on to raise the will to life to an  uncondi- 


tioned Will to Power.” 
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. .. What they would fain attain with all their strength, is the 
universal, green-meadow happiness of the herd, together with se- 
curity, safety, comfort, and alleviation of life for every one; their 
two most frequently chanted songs and doctrines are called 
“Equality of Rights” and “Sympathy with all Sufferers” — and 
suffering itself is looked upon by them as something which must 
be done away with. We opposite ones, however, who have opened 
our eye and conscience to the question how and where the plant 
"man" has hitherto grown most vigourously, believe that this 
has always taken place under the opposite conditions, that for 
this end the dangerousness of his situation had to be increased 
enormously, his inventive faculty and dissembling power (his 
"spirit") had to develop into subtlety and daring under long op- 
pression and compulsion, and his Will to Life had to be increased 
to the unconditioned Will to Power: — we believe that severity, 
violence, slavery, danger in the street and in the heart, secrecy, 
stoicism, tempter's art and devilry of every kind, — that every- 
thing wicked, terrible, tyrannical, predatory, and serpentine in 
man, serves as well for the elevation of the human species as its 
opposite: — we do not even say enough when we only say this 
much; and in any ease we find ourselves here, both with our 
speech and our science, at the other extreme of all modern ideology 
and gregarious desirability, as their antipodes perhaps? What won- 
der that we “free spirits" are not exactly the most communicative 
spirits? that we do not wish to betray in every respect what a 
spirit can free itself from, and where perhaps it will then be driven? 
And as to the import of the dangerous formula, “Beyond Good 
and Evil," with which we at least avoid confusion, we are some- 
thing else than “/ibres-penseurs,” “liberi pensatori,” “ free-think- 
ers," and whatever these honest advocates of “modern ideas" 
like to call themselves. Having been at home, or at least guests, in 
many realms of the spirit; having escaped again and again from 
the gloomy, agreeable nooks in which preferences and prejudices, 
youth, origin, the accident of men and books, or even the weariness 
of travel seemed to confine us; full of malice against the seductions 
of dependency which lie concealed in honours, money, positions, 
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or exaltation of the senses; grateful even for distress and the 
vicissitudes of illness, because they always free us from some rule, 
and its “prejudice,” grateful to the God, devil, sheep, and worm 
in us; inquisitive to a fault, investigators to the point of cruelty, 
with unhesitating fingers for the intangible, with teeth and stom- 
achs for the most indigestible, ready for any business that requires 
sagacity and acute senses, ready for every adventure, owing to an 
excess of “free will”; with anterior and posterior souls, into the 
ultimate intentions of which it is difficult to pry, with foregrounds 
and backgrounds to the end of which no foot may run; hidden 
ones under the mantles of light, appropriators, although we re- 
semble heirs and spendthrifts, arrangers and collectors from morn- 
ing till night, misers of our wealth and our full-crammed drawers, 
economical in learning and forgetting, inventive in scheming; 
sometimes proud of tables of categories, sometimes pedants, some- 
times night-owls of work even in full day; yea, if necessary, even 
scarecrows — and it is necessary nowadays, that is to say, inas- 
much as we are the born, sworn, jealous friends of so/itude, of our 
own profoundest midnight and mid-day solitude: — such kind of 
men are we, we free spirits! And perhaps ye are also something of 
the same kind, ye coming ones, ye new philosophers? * 


11. The philosopher of the future, understanding the values dic- 
tated by the will to power, will stand apart from the masses. He will 
be an aristocrat, not a leveller like the philosophers of the present. 
True freedom, rather than the false freedom sought by slaves, will be 
his doctrine. 


Will they be new friends of “truth,” these coming philosophers? 
Very probably, for all philosophers hitherto have loved their 
truths. But assuredly they will not be dogmatists. It must be con- 
trary to their pride, and also contrary to their taste, that their 
truth should still be truth for every one — that which has hitherto 
been the secret wish and ultimate purpose of all dogmatic efforts. 
“ My opinion is my opinion: another person has not easily a right 
to it" — such a philosopher of the future will say, perhaps. One 
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must renounce the bad taste of wishing to agree with many people. 
“Good” is no longer good when one's neighbour takes it into his 
mouth. And how could there be a “common good” ! The expres- 
sion contradicts itself; that which can be common ‘is always of 
small value. In the end things must be as they are and have al- 
ways been — the great things remain for the great, the abygses for 
the profound, the delicacies and thrills for the refined, and, to 
sum up shortly, everything rare for the rare. ; 
Need 1 say expressly after all this that they will be free, very 
free spirits, these philosophers of the future — as certainly also 
they will not be merely free spirits, but something more, higher, 
greater, and fundamentally different, which does not wish to be 
misunderstood and mistaken? But while I say this, I feel under 
obligation almost as much to them as to ourselves (we free spirits 
who are their heralds and forerunners), to sweep away from our- 
selves altogether a stupid old prejudice and misunderstandiflg, 
which, like a fog, has too long made the conception of “free 
spirit” obscure. In every country of Europe, and the same in 
America, there is at present something which makes an abuse of 
this name: a very narrow, prepossessed, enchained class of spirits, 
who desire almost the opposite of what our intentions and instincts 
prompt — not to mention that in respect to the new philosophers 
who are appearing, they must still more be closed windows and 
bolted doors. Briefly and regrettably, they belong to the /eve//ers, 
these wrongly named “‘free spirits” — as glib-tongued and scribe- 
fingered slaves of the democratic taste and its “modern ideas": 
all of them men without solitude, without personal solitude, blunt, 
honest fellows to whom neither courage nor honourable conduct 
ought to be denied; only, they are not free, and are ludicrously 
_ superficial, especially in their innate partiality for seeing the cause 
of almost al? human misery and failure in the old forms in which 
society has hitherto existed — a notion which happily inverts the 
truth entirely!! 


12. The further progress of mankind requires a transvaluation of 
values which will give the will to power its rightful place. 
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Transvalue values — what does this mean? It implies that all 
spontaneous motives, all new, future, and stronger motives, are 
still extant; but that they now appear under false names and 
false valuations, and have not yet become conscious of themselves. 

Wesought to have the courage to become conscious, and to 
affirm all that which has been attained — to get rid of the hum- 
drum character of old valuations, which makes us unworthy of the 
best and strongest things that we have achieved. 

Any doctrine would be superfluous for which everything is not 
already prepared in the way of accumulated forces and explosive 
material. A transvaluation of values can only be accomplished 
when there is a tension of new needs, and a new set of needy 
people who feel all old values as painful, — although they are not 
cgnscious of what is wrong. 

The standpoint from which my values are determined: is 
abundance or desire active? ...Is one a mere spectator, or is 
one’s own shoulder at the wheel — is one looking away or is one 
turning aside? . . . Is one acting spontaneously, or is one merely 
reacting to a goad or to a stimulus? . . . Is one simply acting as 
the result of a paucity of elements, or of such an overwhelming 
dominion over a host of elements that this power enlists the latter 
into its service if it requires them? . . . Is one a problem one's self 
or is one a solution already? . . . Is one perfect through the small- 
ness of the task, or imperfect owing to the extraordinary character 
of the aim? . . . Is one genuine or only an actor; is one genuine as 

‘an actor, or only the bad copy of an actor? Is one a representative 
or the creature represented? Is one a personality or merely a 
rendezvous of personalities? .. . Is one ill from a disease or from 
surplus health? Does one lead as a shepherd, or as an "exception sé 
(third alternative: as a fugitive)? Is one in need of dignity, or 
can one play the clown? Is one in search of resistance, or 1s one 
evading it? Is one imperfect owing to one’s precocity or to one s 
tardiness? Is it one's nature to say yea, or no, or is one a peacock’s 
tail of garish parts? Is one proud enough not to feel ashamed even 
of one’s vanity? Is one still able to feel a bite of conscience (this 
species is becoming rare; formerly conscience had to bite too often: 
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it is as if it now no longer had enough teeth to do so)? Is one still 
capable of a “duty”? (there are some people who would lose the 
whole joy of their lives if they were deprived of their duty — this 
holds good especially of feminine creatures, who are born sub- 
fects); us x 

It is only a question of power: to have all the morbid traits of 
the century, but to balance them by means of overflowing, plastic, 
and rejuvenating power. The strong man.™ 


13. Before the new philosophy of strength can become effective, 
there is a task which must be performed: the truth must be shown 
to those who are fit to receive it. This is the task to which Nietzsche 
devotes himself. 


* 


: * - Meanwhile — for there is plenty of time until then — we 
should be least inclined to deck ourselves out in such florid and 
fringed moral verbiage; our whole former work has just made us 
sick of this taste and its sprightly exuberance. They are beautiful, 
glistening, jingling, festive words: honesty, love of truth, love of 
wisdom, sacrifice for knowledge, heroism of the truthful — there 
is something in them that makes one's heart swell with pride. 
But we anchorites and marmots have long ago persuaded our- 
selves in all the secrecy of an anchorite's conscience, that this 
worthy parade of verbiage also belongs to the old false adornment, 
frippery, and gold-dust of unconscious human vanity, and that 
even under such flattering colour and repainting, the terrible orig- 
inal text homo natura must again be recognised. In effect, to 
translate man back again into nature; to master the many vain 
and visionary interpretations and subordinate meanings which 
have hitherto been scratched and daubed over the eternal original 
text, homo natura; to bring it about that man shall henceforth 
stand before man as he now, hardened by the discipline of science, 
stands before the other forms of nature, with fearless Oedipus-eyes, 
and stopped Ulysses-ears, deaf to the enticements of old meta- 
physical bird-catchers, who have piped to him far too long: “Thou 
art more! thou art higher! thou hast a different origin!" — this, 
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may be a strange and foolish task, but that it is a task, who can 
deny!^ 
Questions 


1. In what sense is Nietzsche the “conscience of his age”? 
.sExplain Nietzsche's doctrine of the "transvaluation of values,” 
illustrating his meaning with specific ideals. 

3. Contrast the master and slave moralities. What differences in ethical 
vocabulary are required to express their opposed ethical themes? 

4. What are the underlying principles which lead Nietzsche to attack 
Christianity, pacifism, and democracy? 

s. What are Nietzsche's criticisms of traditional moral philosophy? 
What is his conception of the “true” philosopher? 

6. What does "Superman" symbolize in Nietzsche's ethical theory? 
How does this fit in with his doctrine of “following Nature”? 

, 7. Nietzsche advises us to “live dangerously.” What benefits does he 
anticipate from following this rule of life? 

8. Examine critically the Nietzschean theory of the "will to power." 
Is the conception of nature it involves more or less true to fact than 
that of such philosophers as Epictetus? 

9. What is the relationship between reason and emotion in Nietzsche's 
ethics? Compare his views with those of the Greek sophists and of 


Socrates. 
10. Adopting Nietzsche's viewpoint, criticize twentieth-century America. 
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SCIENTIFIC METHOD 


IN ETHICS 


John Dewey 


gressive education, 
as not merely a politic 
principle in education, 


n 


clusive possession of 
process of thinking to living social experience. 


Each phase of Dewey 


I, the ninety-two years of his full and active life, John Dewey 
(1859-1952) established, himself as one of the foremost American 
philosophers and educators. Born in Burlington, Vermont, he 
spent his life in an environment in which democracy set the key- 
note of existence. In his pragmatic philosophy and theory of pro- 
he sought to spell out the ideal of democracy 
al belief, but also as a way of life, a guiding 
and a moral ideal. To implement this ideal, 


he undertook to remove philosophy and education from the ex- 
‘ivory tower" specialists by relating the 


’ academic career provided him with new 
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interests, activities, and concepts. These he fused into a unified 
system of ideas, in which philosophy, psychology, and educational 
theory were combined. As an undergraduate at the University of 
Vermont, and then at Johns Hopkins University, where he re- 
ceived his Ph.D., Dewey was intensely stimulated by thestheory 
of evolution, German idealistic philosophy, and the theories of the 
"father of sociology," Auguste Comte. These ideas, new and un, 
orthodox in the 1870's and 1880’s, began a liberation of American 
intellectual life which was appreciably advanced by Dewey's con- 
tributions to philosophy and pedagogy. 

The personal history of John Dewey was as much a part of his 
intellectual development as the strictly academic phase of his ex- 
perience, and he conscientiously kept his theories in close rapport 
with the actual conditions of his life. His wife, Alice Chipman — 
whom he married in 1886 — added to her role as wife and mother 
of a large family that of a welcome influence on Dewey's thinking, 
through her active participation in intellectual, social, and political 
affairs. In the course of his long career as a teacher of philosophy 
— at the University of Michigan, the University of Minnesota, 
the University of Chicago, and Columbia University — he formed 
close associations with many distinguished men and women whose 
original thinking and vigorous social and political activities en- 
riched his own academic and practical experience. One of his most 
distinctive achievements was the founding of an experimental ele- 
mentary school at the University of Chicago. From this venture 
in the application of modern principles of psychology to teaching 
methods and the integration of thinking and doing in democrati- 
cally conducted classrooms, he developed his theory of progressive 
education. At universities in Japan, China, Turkey, and elsewhere 
abroad, he taught and at the same time learned more fully the 
importance of democracy and education in promoting individual 
and social improvement. 

A small sample of Dewey's numerous educational and social 
projects, lectures, articles, and books provides a sufficient indica- 
tion of his broad interests and great energy. His influence in educa- 
tion was carried abroad through the translation of The School and 
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Sariety (1900) into twelve langueges, and of Democracy and Educa- 
tion (1916) into nine. Reconstruction in Philosophy (1920), 4 Com- 
mon Faith (1934), and Art as Experience (1934), in their respective 
branches of philosophy, express essentially the same thesis as the 
more specialized works in which Dewey places logic and ethics 
together in the framework of practical experience. Chief among the 
books devoted to this special concern are How We Think (1910), 
Human Nature and Conduct (1922), Experience and Nature (1929), 
The Quest for Certainty (1928), and Logic: The Theory of Inquiry 
(1939). Until his death, Dewey continued to write and to take 
an active interest in philosophy, education, and events in the 
world about him. 


» John Dewey attempts to apply the methods of science to the 
problems of morality. He holds the view that the study of human 
behavior, especially in regard to moral values, has continued to 
follow outmoded methods, while the best developed techniques of 
inquiry have been limited almost entirely to the investigation of 
the physical world. The resulting discrepancy between our knowl- 
edge of physical nature and our knowledge of human nature sets 
the problem of contemporary ethics: 


... The problem of restoring integration and coöperation between 
man's beliefs abeut the world in which he lives and his beliefs about the 
values and purposes that should direct his conduct is the deepest prob- 
lem of modern life. It is the problem of any philosophy that is not iso- 
lated from that life.* 


Dewey attributes the lag of morality behind technology to the 
effect of the traditional conception of man as a passive spectator 
in a fixed and unchanging universe, where truth is absolute and 
eternal. To bridge the resultant gap between theory and practice, 
ideas and actions, ideals and behavior, he advocates a thorough- 
going reconstruction of beliefs. i 

.Dewey's ethical theory is built upon the principles of pragma- 
tism, of which the chief elements are scientific method and the 
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conception of the universe as evolutionary.’ Throughout his writ- 
ings, he depicts man as a problem-solving organism, constantly 
making adjustments to the changing conditions which confront 
him. He classifies human responses to the uncertainties of life 
situations as impulsive, habitual, or reflective. Evaluated in terms 
of effectiveness in solving adjustment problems, impulsive be- 
havior fails because it leads to random reactions, and habitual 
action fails because it is not adaptable to new conditions. How- 
ever, reflective thinking, which Dewey equates with scientific 
inquiry, is a satisfactory method of problem solving, because it is 
guided to a solution by both past experience and creative ideas. 
It can thereby “transform a situation in which there is experienced 
obscurity, doubt, conflict, disturbance of some sort, into a situa- 
tion that is clear, coherent, settled, harmonious . . .” 

The pragmatic criterion of truth is directly related to the out» 
come of the reflective process. Those ideas which are successful 
in resolving problematic situations are true, whereas those which 
do not lead to satisfactory adjustments are false. For the prag- 
matists, then, truth is relative rather than absolute, changing 
rather than eternal. The principles of scientific method are readily 
adapted to the pragmatic position. In science, ideas function as 
tentative solutions for concrete problems, i.e, as hypotheses, 
which must be tested by experiment. The empirical verification 
of hypotheses effects a union of theory and practice. Moreover, 
through the continuous modification of knowledge which results 
from the application of scientific method to the solution of the 
steady stream of problems which characterizes the human scene, 
knowledge can keep pace with the changing conditions of life and 
continue to guide it. 

As a consequence of his preoccupation with the dynamic aspect 
of the universe, Dewey produces an ethical theory which “involves 

1 Pragmatism was first formulated and named by Charles S. Peirce (1839-1914), a 
physicist and logician who was influenced in his thinking by the biological theory of 
evolution. His pragmatism was adopted and modified by William James, John Dewey, 
and others, chiefly in the United States. Dewey's pragmatism is frequently referred to as 
“instrumentalism,” since it centers about the conception that ideas are "instruments" 
or plans of action for problem-solving. 
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nothjng less than the problem of the directed reconstruction of 
economic, political and religious institutions.” The conception 
of what is good must undergo change as society changes and as 
knowledge of the physical environmént increases. The discrepancy 
between stated ideals and actual behavior in contemporary society 
can bé understood as due in part to the persistence of obsolete 
values. Dewey maintains that only the use of the methods of 
Science in ethics can secure the continuing adaptation of values to 
changing human needs. This is tantamount to a recommendation 
to make active use of intelligence and of the facts of experience in 
the conduct of the moral life. 


eee 


7. Dewey attacks two extremes in ethics, radical empiricism and 
ritionalism. In the former, moral values are identified with subjective 
experiences of liking and disliking. Dewey regards experiences of 
this kind as providing only the possibilities of values. Values as such 
emerge only after examination of the conditions under which liking 
and disliking occur, and of the results to which they lead. The dis- 
tinction between an experience as. such and a valuable experience is 


given careful and detailed attention. 


The formal statement [of this distinction] may be given con- 
crete content by pointing to the difference between the enjoyed 
and the enjoyable, the desired and the desirable, the satisfying 
and the satisfactory. To say that something is enjoyed is to make 
a statement about a fact, something already in existence; it is 
not to judge the value of that fact. There is no difference between 
such a proposition and one which says that something is sweet or 
sour, red or black. It is just correct or incorrect and that is the 
end of the matter. But to call an object a value is to assert that 
it satisfies or fulfills certain conditions. Function and status in 
meeting conditions is a different matter from bare existence. The 
fact that something is desired only raises the question of its de- 
sirability; it. does not settle it. Only a child in the degree of his 
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immaturity thinks to settle the question of desirability by reiter- 
ated proclamation: “I want it, I want it, I want it.” What is 
objected to in the current empirical theory of values is not con- 
nection of them with desire and enjoyment but failure to dis- 
tinguish between enjoyments of radically different sorts. There 
are many common expressions in which the difference of the two 
‘kinds is clearly recognized. Take for example the difference be- 
tween the ideas of "satisfying" and "satisfactory." To say that 
something satisfies is to report something as an isolated finality. 
To assert that it is satisfactory is to define it in its connections and 
interactions. The fact that it pleases or is immediately congenial 
poses a problem to judgment. How shall the satisfaction be rated? 
Isit a value or is it not? Is it something to be prized and cherished, 
to be enjoyed? Not stern moralists alone but everyday experience 
informs us that finding satisfaction in a thing may be a warning, 
a summons to be on the lookout for consequences. To declare 
something satisfactory is to assert that it meets specifiable condi- 
tions. It is, in effect, a judgment that the thing “will do." It 
involves a prediction; it contemplates a future in which the thing 
will continue to serve; it wil/ do. It asserts a consequence the thing 
will actively institute; it will do. That it is satisfying is the content 
of a proposition of fact; that it is satisfactory is a judgment, an 
estimate, an appraisal. It denotes an attitude fo de taken, that of 
striving to perpetuate and to make secure. 


2. The bare facts in which preferences are merely stated are, then, 
no more than the point of departure for the forming of value judg- 
ments. Only through examining the consequences of likings and dis- 
likings can it be decided whether or not they are to be sought after. 
Otherwise expressed, the facts function as instruments for the con- 
struction of value judgments. 


Propositions about what is or has been liked are of instrumental 
value in reaching judgments of value, in as far as the conditions 
and consequences of the thing liked are thought about. In them- 
selves they make no claims; they put forth no demand upon subse- 
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quent attitudes and acts; they profess no authority to direct. If 
one likes a thing he likes it; that is a point about which there can 
be no dispute: — although it is not so easy to state just what is 
liked as is frequently assumed. A judgment about what is fo Ze 
desired and enjoyed is, on the other hand, a claim on future action; 
it possesses de jure and not merely de facto quality. It is a matter of 

«frequent experience that likings and enjoyments are of all kinds, 
and that many are such as reflective judgments condemn. By 
way of self-justification and “rationalization,” an enjoyment cre- 
ates a tendency to assert that the thing enjoyed is a value. This 
assertion of validity adds authority to the fact. It is a decision 
that the object has a right to exist and hence a claim upon action 
to further its existence... . 

Not even the most devoted adherents of the notion that enjoy- 
ment and value are equivalent facts would venture to assert that 
because we have once liked a thing we should go on liking it; 
they are compelled to introduce the idea that some tastes are to 
be cultivated. Logically, there is no ground for introducing the 
idea of cultivation; liking is liking, and one is as good as another. 
If enjoyments are values, the judgment of value cannot regulate 
the form which liking takes; it cannot regulate its own conditions. 
Desire and purpose, and hence action, are left without guidance, 
although the question of regulation of their formation is the su- 
preme problem of practical life. Values (to sum up) may be con- 
nected inherently with liking, and yet not with every liking but 
only with those that judgment has approved, after examination 
of the relation upon which the object liked depends. A casual 
liking is one that happens without knowledge of how it occurs 
nor to what effect. The difference between it and one which is 
sought because of a judgment that it is worth having and is to 
be striven for, makes just the difference between enjoyments which 
are accidental and enjoyments that have value and hence a claim 


upon our attitude and conduct.* 


3. Dewey then turns his attention from extreme empiricism to ex- 


treme rationalism. He criticizes it too from the standpoint of scientific 
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standards. While empiricism fails to go beyond the mere facts of 
preference, rationalism in ethics is too far removed from the facts to 
be of practical use. Even in those cases where rationalism proposes 
concrete values, they are tied to the dead past. The penalty for failure 
to use scientific method in morals, as it is used in the study wf the 
physical world, is the control of changes in values by arbitrary or acci- 
dental forces. 


In any case, the alternative rationalistic theory does not afford 
the guidance for the sake of which eternal and immutable norms 
are appealed to. The scientist finds no help in determining the 
probable truth of some proposed theory by comparing it with a 
standard of absolute truth and immutable being. He has to rely 
upon definite operations undertaken under definite conditions -* 
upon method. We can hardly imagine an architect getting aid in 
the construction of a building from an ideal at large, though we 
can understand his framing an ideal on the basis of knowledge of 
actual conditions and needs. Nor does the ideal of perfect beauty 
in antecedent Being give direction to a painter in producing a 
particular work of art. In morals, absolute perfection does not 
seem to be more than a generalized hypostatization of the recog- 
nition that there is a good to be sought, an obligation to be met 
— both being concrete matters. Nor is the defect in this respect 
merely negative. An examination of history would reveal, I am 
confident, that these general and remote schemes of value actually 
obtain a content definite enough and near enough to concrete 
situations as to afford guidance in action only by consecrating 
: some institution or dogma already having social currency. Con- 
creteness is gained, but it is by protecting from inquiry some 
accepted standard which perhaps is outworn and in need of 
criticism. 

When theories of values do not afford intellectual assistance in 
framing ideas and beliefs about values that are adequate to direct 
action, the gap must be filled by other means. If intelligent method 
is lacking, prejudice, the pressure of immediate circumstance, self- 
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interest and class-interest, traditional customs, institutions of acci- 
dental historic origin, are zo/ lacking, and they tend to take the 
place of intelligence. Thus we are led to our main proposition: 
Judgments about values are judgments about the conditions and the 
results of experienced objects; judgments about that which should: 
regulate the formation of our desires, affections and enjoyments. For 
„Whatever decides their formation will determine the main course 
of our conduct, personal and social... . 

The time will come when it will be found passing strange that 
we of this age should take such pains to control by every means 
at command the formation of ideas of physical things, even those 
most remote from human concern, and yet are content with hap- 
hazard beliefs about the qualities of objects that regulate our 
deepest interests; that we are scrupulous as to methods of forming 
ifleas of natural objects, and either dogmatic or else driven by 
immediate conditions in framing those about values. There is, 
by implication, if not explicitly, a prevalent notion that values 
are already well known and that all which is lacking is the will 
to cultivate them in the order of their worth. In fact the most 
profound lack is not the will to act upon goods already known but 
the will to know what they are. 

It is not a dream that it is possible to exercise some degree of 
regulation of the occurrence of enjoyments which are of value. 
Realization of the possibility is exemplified, for example, in the 
technologies and arts of industrial life — that is, up to a definite 
limit. Men desired heat, light, and speed of transit and of com- 
munication beyond what nature provides of itself. These things 
have been attained not by lauding the enjoyment of these things 
and preaching their desirability, but by study of the conditions 
of their manifestation. Knowledge of relations having been ob- 


tained, ability to produce followed, and enjoyment ensued as a 


matter of course.! 


4. In physical science, it is realized that knowledge of an object 


increases as more of its connections and interactions are understood. 


However, in social science, there is a tendency to ignore the study of 
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the conditions under which values arise, change, and become obso- 
lete. This is the result of the traditional view that technological skills 
are inferior to moral skills and of the erroneous assumption that we 
already know what is valuable. 


» 


With respect to [technological skills] there is no assumption 
that they can be had and enjoyed without definite operative 
knowledge. With respect to them it is also clear that the degree 
in which we value them is measurable by the pains taken to con- 
trol the conditions of their occurrence. With respect to the latter, 
it is assumed that no one who is honest can be in doubt what they 
are; that by revelation, or conscience, or the instruction of others, 
or immediate feeling, they are clear beyond question. And.instead 
of action in their behalf being taken to be a measure of the extent 
in which things are values to us, it is assumed that the difficulty i$ 
to persuade men to act upon what they already know to be good. 
Knowledge of conditions and consequences is regarded as wholly 
indifferent to judging what is of serious value, though it is useful 
in a prudential way in trying to actualize it. In consequence, the 
existence of values that are by common consent of a secondary 
and technical sort are under a fair degree of control, while those 
denominated supreme and imperative are subject to all the winds 
of impulse, custom and arbitrary authority. 

This distinction between higher and lower types of value is itself 
something to be looked into. Why should there be à sharp division 
made between some goods as physical and material and others as 
ideal and “spiritual”? The question touches the whole dualism 
of the material and the ideal at its root. To denominate anything 
“matter” or “material” is not in truth to disparage it. It is, if 
the designation is correctly applied, a way of indicating that the 
thing in question is a condition or means of the existence of some- 
thing else. And disparagement of effective means is practically 
synonymous with disregard of the things that are termed, in 


eulogistic fashion, ideal and spiritual. For the latter terms if they ` 


have any concrete application at all signify something which is a 
desirable consummation of conditions, a cherished fulfillment of 
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means. The sharp separation between material and ideal good thus 
deprives the latter of the underpinning of effective support while 
it opens the way for treating things which should be employed as 
means as ends in themselves. For since men cannot after all live 
withbut some measure of possession of such matters as health and 
wealth, the latter things will be viewed as values and ends in 
isolation unless they are treated as integral constituents of the 
goods that are deemed supreme and final. 


5. The transfer of scientific method from the physical sciences to 
the study of human affairs admittedly involves difficulties. These arise 
out of the fact that human behavior is more complex than the behavior 
of physical objects. However, Dewey rejects the view that there is a 
fifference in hind between the physical world and human nature. 


But this difference is not a ground for making a sharp division 
between the two, nor does it account for the fact that we make so 
little use of the experimental method of forming our ideas and 
beliefs about the concerns of man in his characteristic social re- 
lations. For this separation religions and philosophies must admit 
some responsibility. They have erected a distinction between a 
narrower scope of relations and a wider and fuller one into a dif- 
ference of kind, naming one kind material, and the »ther mental 
and moral. They have charged themselves gratuitously with the 
office of diffusing belief in the necessity of the division, and with 
instilling contempt for the material as something inferior in kind 
in its intrinsic nature and worth. Formal philosophies undergo 
evaporation of their technical solid contents; in a thinner and 
more viable form they find their way into the minds of those who 
know nothing of their original forms. When these diffuse and, so 
airy emanations re-crystallize in the popular mind they 


to sa c 1 
ee f opinion that alters slowly and with great 


form a hard deposit o 


ifficulty. 1 
REC rset a would it actually make in the arts of conduct, 


ial, if the experimental theory were adopted not 
but as a part of the working equipment of 
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habitual attitudes on the part of everyone? It would be impossible, 
even were time given, to answer the question in adequate detail, 
just as men could not foretell in advance the consequences for 
knowledge of adopting the experimental method. It is the nature 
of the method that it has to be tried. But there are generic lines 
of difference which, within the limits of time at disposal, may be 
sketched. 

Change from forming ideas and judgments of value on the basis 
of conformity to antecedent objects, to constructing enjoyable 
objects directed by knowledge of consequences, is a change from 
looking to the past to looking co the future. I do not for a moment 
suppose that the experiences of the past, personal and social, are 
of no importance. For without them we should not be able to 
frame any ideas whatever of the conditions under which objects 
are enjoyed nor any estimate of the consequences of esteeming and 
liking them. But past experiences are significant in giving us intel- 
lectual instrumentalities of judging just these points. They are 
tools, not finalities. Reflection upon what we have liked and have 
enjoyed is a necessity. But it tells us nothing about the value of 
these things until enjoyments are themselves reflectively con- 
trolled, or, until, as they are recalled, we form the best judgment 
possible about what led us to like this sort of thing and what has 
issued from the fact that we liked it.‘ 


6. In presenting the underlying assumptions and general frame 
of reference of ethical experimentalism, Dewey attempts to clarify his 
attitude towards customary or traditional values. He is not suggesting 
the sweeping away of time-honored values. Rather, he is recommend- 
ing the use of intelligent criticism for the sake of integrating values 
and behavior in the constantly changing context of human experience. 


We are not, then, to get away from enjoyments experienced in 
the past and from recall of them, but from the notion that they 
are the arbiters of things to be further enjoyed. At present, the 
arbiter is found in the past, although there are many ways of 
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interpreting what in the past is authoritative. Nominally, the most 
influential conception doubtless is that of a revelation once had 
or a perfect life once lived. Reliance upon precedent, upon institu- 
tions created in the past, especially in law, upon rules of morals 
that have come to us through unexamined customs, upon un- 
criticized tradition, are other forms of dependence. It is not for a 
moment suggested that we can get away from customs and es- 
tablished institutions. A mere break would doubtless result simply 
in chaos. But there is no danger of such a break. Mankind is too 
inertly conservative both by constitution and by education to 
give the idea of this danger actuality. What there is genuine dan- 
ger of is that the force of new conditions will produce disruption 
externally and mechanically: this is an ever present danger. The 
prospect is increased, not mitigated, by that conservatism which 
insists upon the adequacy of old standards to meet new conditions. 
*What is needed is intelligent examination of the consequences that 
are actually effected by inherited institutions and customs, in 
order that there may be intelligent consideration of the ways in 
which they are to be intentionally modified in behalf of generation 
of different consequences. 

This is the significant meaning of transfer of experimental 
method from the technical field of physical experience to the wider 
field. of human life. We trust the method in forming our beliefs 
about things not directly connected with human life. In effect, we 
distrust it in moral, political and economic affairs. In the fine arts, 
there are many signs of a change. In the past, such a change has 
often been an omen and precursor of changes in other human atti- 
tudes. But, generally speaking, the idea of actively adopting ex- 
perimental method in social affairs, in the matters deemed of most 
enduring and ultimate worth, strikes most persons as a surrender 
of all standards and regulative authority. But in principle, experi- 
mental method does not signify random and aimless action; it 

by ideas and knowledge. The question at issue 
Are there in existence the ideas and the knowl- 
perimental method to be effectivel used in 


implies direction 
is a practical one. 
edge that permit exper 
social interest and affairs? * 
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7. We must recognize that we require new ideas and facts to use 
the experimental method in ethics. If the uncritical acceptance ,of 
traditional values is to end, however. a substitute is needed which 
can provide sound moral standards. Dewey again turns to scientific 
method for a solution. 


Where will regulation come from if we surrender familiar and 
traditionally prized values as our directive standards? Very largely 
from the findings of the natural sciences. For one of the effects of 
the separation drawn between knowledge and action is to deprive 
scientific knowledge of its proper service as a guide of conduct — 
except once more in those technological fields which have been 
degraded to an inferior rank. Of course, the complexity of the con- 
ditions upon which objects of human and liberal value depend is a 
great obstacle, and it would be too optimistic to say that we have 
as yet enough knowledge of the scientific type to enable us to? 
regulate our judgments of value very extensively. But we have 
more knowledge than we try to put to use, and until we try more 
systematically we shall not know what are the important gaps 
in our sciences judged from the paint of view of their moral and 
humane use. 

For moralists usually draw a sharp line between the field of the 
natural sciences and thé conduct that is regarded as moral. But a 
moral that frames its judgments of value on the basis of conse- 
quences must depend in a most intimate manner upon the con- E 
clusions of science. For the knowledge of the relations between 
changes which enable us to connect things as antecedents and 
consequences is science. The narrow scope which moralists often 
give to morals, their isolation of some conduct as virtuous and 
vicious from other large ranges of conduct, those having to do 
with health and vigor, business, education, with all the affairs-in 
which desires and affection are implicated, is perpetuated by this 
habit of exclusion of the subject-matter of natural science from a 
róle in formation of moral standards and ideals. The same attitude 
operates in the other direction to keep natural science a technical 
specialty, and it works unconsciously to encourage its use 
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exclusively in regions where it can be turned to personal and class 
advantage, as in war and trade.» 


8. The social implications of experimentalism in ethics are de- 
veloped through a subtle criticism of subjectivism and egoism in 
ethical theories. Dewey includes in his criticism theories which are not 
ordinarily classified as subjective,e.g., philosophical realism, in which 
values are regarded as independent of human experience. However, 
Dewey makes the charge of subjectivism because, on such a view, 
moral improvement is made to depend solely upon changes within 
individuals; the social context of human activity and its definitive 
role in modifying values are neglected. 


This constant throwing of emphasis back upon a change made 
in ourselves instead of one made in the world in which we live 
seems to me the essence of what is objectionable in “subjectivism.” 
Its taint hangs about even Platonic realism with its insistent 
evangelical dwelling upon the change made within the mind by 
contemplation of the realm of essence, and its depreciation of 
action as transient and all but sordid — a concession to the neces- 
sities of organic existence. All the theories which put conversion 
* of the eye of the soul” in the place of a conversion of natural and 
social objects that modifies goods actually experienced, is a re- 
treat and escape from existence — and this retraction into self is, 
once more, the heart of subjective egoisms. The typical example 
is perhaps the other-worldiness found in religions whose chief con- 
cern is with the salvation of the personal soul. But other-worldiness 
is found as well in estheticism and in all seclusion within ivory 
towers. : ; 

It is not in the least implied that change in personal attitudes, 
in the disposition of the “subject,” is not of great importance. 
Such change, on the contrary, is involved in any attempt to 
modify the conditions of the environment. But there isa radical 
difference between a change in the self that is cultivated and 
valued as an end, and one that is a means to alteration, through 
action, of objective conditions. The Aristotelian-medieval con- 
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viction that highest bliss is found in contemplative possession of 
ultimate Being presents an ideal attractive to some types of mind; 
it sets forth a refined sort of enjoyment. It is a doctrine congenial 
to minds that despair of the effort involved in creation of a better 
world of daily experience. It is, apart from theological attach- 
ments, a doctrine sure to recur when social conditions are so 
troubled as to make actual endeavor seem hopeless. But the sub- 
jectivism so externally marked in modern thought as compared 
with ancient is either a development of the old doctrine under 
new conditions or is of merely technical import. The medieval 
version of the doctrine at least had the active support of a great 
social institution by means of which man could be brought into 
the state of mind that prepared him for ultimate enjoyment of 
eternal Being. It had a certain solidity and depth which is lacking 
in modern theories that would attain the result by merely emo; 
tional or speculative procedures, or by any means not demanding 
a change in objective existence so as to render objects of value 
more empirically secure. ; 

The nature in detail of the revolution that would be wrought 
by carrying into the region of values the principle now embodied 
in scientific practice cannot be told; to attempt it would violate 
the fundamental idea that we know only after we have acted and 
in consequences of the outcome of action. But it would surely 
effect a transfer of attention and energy from the subjective to'the 
objective. Men would think of themselves as agents not as ends; 
ends would be found in experienced enjoyment of the fruits of a 
transforming activity.’ 


9. Thus far, two of the changes that would result from the applica- 
tion of experimentalism to ethics have been sketched, viz., the change 
of perspective from past to future and the change of emphasis from 
the subjective to the objective. 

A third significant change that would issue from carrying over 
experimental method from physics to man concerns the import of 
standards, principles, rules. With the transfer, these, and all tenets 
and creeds about good and goods, would be recognized to be 
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hypotheses. Instead of being rigidly fixed, they would be treated as 
intellectual instruments to be tested and confirmed — and altered 
— through consequences effected by acting upon them. They 
would lose all pretence of finality — the ulterior source of dogma- 
tism. It is both astonishing and depressing that so much of the 
energy of mankind has gone into fighting for (with weapons of the 
flesh as well as of the spirit) the truth of creeds, religious, moral 
and political, as distinct. from what has gone into effort to try 
creeds by putting them to the test of acting upon them. The 
change would do away with the intolerance and fanaticism that 
attend the notion that beliefs and judgments are capable of in- 
herent truth and authority; inherent in the sense of being inde- 
pendent of what they lead to when used as directive principles. 
The transformation does not imply merely that men are responsi- 
ple for acting upon what they profess to believe; that is an old 
doctrine. It goes much further. Any belief as such is tentative, 
hypothetical; it is not just to be acted upon, but is to be framed 
with reference to its office as a guide to action. Consequently, it 
should be the last thing in the world to be picked up casually and 
then clung to rigidly. When it is apprehended as a tool and only a 
tool, an instrumentality of direction, the same scrupulous atten- 
tion will go to its formation as now goes into the making of instru- 
ments of precision in technical fields. Men, instead of being proud 
of accepting and asserting beliefs and “principles” on the ground 
of loyalty, will be as ashamed of that procedure as they would 
now be to confess their assent to a scientific theory out of reverence 
for Newton or Helmholz or whomever, without regard to evi- 
dence. - ; 

If one stops to consider the matter, is there not something 
n the fact that men should consider loyalty to “laws, 
standards, ideals to be an inherent virtue, accounted 
unto them for righteousness? It is as if they were making up for 
some secret sense of weakness by rigidity and intensity of in- 
sistent attachment. A moral law, like a law in physics, is not some- 
thing to swear by and stick to at all hazards; itis a formula of the 
way to respond when specified conditions present themselves. Its 
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soundness and pertinence are tested by what happens when it is 
acted upon. Its claim or authority rests finally upon the impera- 
tiveness of the situation that has to be dealt with, not upon its 
own intrinsic nature — as any tool achieves dignity in the measure 
of needs served by it. The idea that adherence to standards ex- 
ternal to experienced objects is the only alternative to confusion 
and lawlessness was once held in science. But knowledge became 
steadily progressive when it was abandoned, and clews and tests 
found within concrete acts and objects were employed. The test 
of consequences is more exacting than that afforded by fixed gen- 
eral rules. In addition, it secures constant development, for when 
new acts are tried new results are experienced, while the lauded 
immutability of eternal ideals and norms is in itself a denial of 
the possibility of development and improvement.i 


I0. In elaborating the change of attitude towards ideals which 
would result from regarding them as hypotheses, Dewey deals with the 
question of the relation of means to ends. The observed discrepancies 
between ideals and actual behavior may be interpreted as a conse- 
quence of the persistent separation of means from ends. 


The various modifications that would result from adoption in 
social and humane subjects of the experimental way of thinking 
are perhaps summed up in saying that it would place method and 
means upon the level of importance that has, in the past, been 
imputed exclusively to ends. Means have been regarded as menial, 
and the useful as the servile. Means have been treated as poor 
relations to be endured, but not inherently welcome. The very 
meaning of the word “‘ideals” is significant of the divorce which 
has obtained between means and ends. “Ideals” are thought to 
be remote and inaccessible of attainment; they are too high and 
fine to be sullied by realization. They serve vaguely to arouse 
"aspiration," but they do not evoke and direct strivings for em- 
bodiment in áctual existence. They hover in an indefinite way 
over the actual scene; they are expiring ghosts of a once signifi- 
cant kingdom of divine reality whose rule penetrated to every 
detail of life. 
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It is impossible to form a just estimate of the paralysis of effort 
that*has been produced by indifference to means. Logically, it is 
truistic that lack of consideration for means signifies that so-called 
ends are not taken seriously. It is as if one professed devotion to 
painting pictures conjoined with contempt for canvas, brush and 
paintss or love of music on condition that no instruments, whether 
the voice or something external, be used to make sounds. The good 
workman in the arts is known by his respect for his tools and by 
his interest in perfecting his technique. The glorification in the 
arts of ends at the expense of means would be taken to be a sign 
of complete insincerity or even insanity. Ends separated from 
means are either sentimental indulgences or if they happen to 
exist are merely accidental. The ineffectiveness in action of 
“ideals” is due precisely to the supposition that means and ends 
are not on exactly the same level with respect to the attention and 
care they demand. 

It is however, much easier to point out the formal contradiction 
implied in ideals that are professed without equal regard for the 
instruments and techniques of their realization, than it is to ap- 
preciate the concrete ways in which belief in their separation has 
found its way into life and borne corrupt and poisonous fruits. The 
separation marks the form in which the traditional divorce of 
theory and practice has expressed itself in actual life. It accounts 
for the relative impotency of arts concerned with enduring human 
welfare. Sentimental attachment and subjective eulogy take the 
place of action. For there is no art without tools and instrumental 
agencies. But it also explains the fact that in actual behavior, 
energies devoted to matters nominally thought to be inferior, ma- 
] and sordid, engross attention and interest. After a polite 

has been paid to “ideals,” men feel free to 
to matters which are more immediate and 


teria 
and pious deference 
devote themselves 
pressing. 

zı. An example of the dangers of separating means from ends is 
found in the contemporary economic scene. The assumption that the 
pursuit of high ideals is unrelated to a concern for material welfare 

297 


SCIENTIFIC METHOD IN ETHICS 


is a time-honored but dangerous fallacy, Dewey points out. As a 
consequence of this view, economic activity is deprived of the guidance 
of moral values and moral values are deprived of their indispensable 
foundation in material welfare. 


It is usual to condemn the amount of attention paid by people 
in general to material ease, comfort, wealth, and success gained by 
competition, on the ground that they give to mere means the 
attention that ought to be given to ends, or that they have taken 
for ends things which in reality are only means. Criticisms of the 
place which economic interest and action occupy in present life 
are full of complaints that men allow lower aims to usurp the 
place that belongs to higher and ideal values. The final source of 
the trouble is, however, that moral and spiritual “leaders” have 
propagated the notion that ideal ends may be cultivated in isolg- 
tion from “‘material’”’ means, as if means and material were not 
synonymous. While they condemn men for giving to means the 
thought and energy that ought to go to ends, the condemnation 
should go to them. For they have not taught their followers to 
think of material and economic activities as rea//y means. They 
have been unwilling to frame their conception of the values that 
should be regulative of human-conduct on the basis of the actual 
conditions and operations by which alone values can be actualized. 

Practical needs are imminent; with the mass of mankind they 
are imperative. Moreover, speaking generally, men are formed to 
act rather than to theorize. Since the ideal ends are so remotely 
and accidently connected with immediate and urgent conditions 
that need attention, after lip service is given to them, men naturally 
devote themselves to the latter. If a bird in the hand is worth two 
in a neighboring bush, an actuality in hand is worth, for the-di- 
rection of conduct, many ideals that are so remote as to be in- 
visible and inaccessible. Men hoist the banner of the ideal, and 
then march in the direction that concrete conditions suggest and 
reward.... 

The present state of industrial life seems to give a fair index of 
the existing separation of means and ends. Isolation of economics 
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from ideal ends, whether of morals or of organized social life, was 
proclaimed by Aristotle. Certain things, he said, are conditions 
of a worthy life, personal and social, but are not constituents of it. 
The economic life of man, concerned with satisfaction of wants, 
is of this nature. Men have wants and they must be satisfied. 
But«hey are only prerequisites of a good life, not intrinsic elements 
in it. Most philosophers have not been so frank nor perhaps so 
logical. But upon the whole, economics has been treated as on a 
lower level than either morals or politics. Yet the life which men, 
women and children actually lead, the opportunities open to them, 
the values they are capable of enjoying, their education, their 
share in all the things of art and science, are mainly determined 
by economic conditions. Hence we can hardly expect a moral 
system which ignores economic conditions to be other than remote 
and empty. 

Industrial life is correspondingly brutalized by failure to equate 
it as the means by which social and cultural values are realized. 
That the economic life, thus exiled from the pale of higher values, 
takes revenge by declaring that it is the only social reality, and 
by means of the doctrine of materialistic determinism of institu- 
tions and conduct in all fields, denies to deliberate morals and 
politics any share of causal regulation, is not surprising. 

When economists were told that their subject-matter was merely 
material, they naturally thought they could be “scientific” only 
by excluding all reference to distinctively human values. Material 
wants, efforts to satisfy them, even the scientifically regulated 

technologies highly developed in industrial activity, are th en taken 
to form a complete and closed field. If any reference to social.ends 
and values is introduced it is by way of an external addition, 
mainly hortatory. That economic life largely determines the con- 
ditions under which mankind has access to concrete values may 
be recognized or it may not be. In either case, the notion that it 
is the means to be utilized in order to secure significant values as 
the common and shared possession of mankind is alien and inop- 
erative. To many persons, the idea that the ends professed by 
morals are impotent save as they are connected with the working 
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machinery of economic life seems like deflowering the purity of 
moral values and obligations." x 


12. The relation of means to ends raises again the problem of the 
lack of integration in contemporary moral life. The “split personal- 
ity" of present-day ethics may be remedied by bringing together 
means and ends, theory and practice. What is needed is action guided 
by intelligent thinking, rather than ineffectual appeals to “good in- 
tentions.” ) 


Deliberate insincerity and hypocrisy are rare. But the notion 
that action and sentiment are inherently unified in the constitu- 
tion of human nature has nothing to justify it. Integration is 
something to be achieved. Division of attitudes and responses, , 
compartmentalizing of interests, is easily acquired. It goes deep 
just because the acquisition is unconscious, a matter of habitual 
adaptation to conditions. Theory separated from concrete doing 
and making is empty and futile; practice then becomes an im. 
mediate seizure of opportunities and enjoyments which conditions 
. afford without the direction which theory — knowledge and ideas 
— has power to supply. The problem of the relation of theory 
and practice is not a problem of theory alone; it is that, but it is 
also the most practical problem of life. For it is the question of 
how intelligence may inform action, and how action may bear 
the fruit of increased insight into meaning: a clear view of the 
values that are worth while and of the means by which they are 
to be made secure in experienced objects. Construction of ideals 
in general and their sentimental glorification are easy; the re- 
sponsibilities both of studious thought and of action are shirked. 
Persons having the advantage of positions of leisure and who find 
pleasure in abstract theorizing — a most delightful indulgence to 
those to whom it appeals — have a large measure of liability for a 
cultivated diffusion of ideals and aims that are separated from 
the conditions which are the means of actualization. Then other 
persons who find themselves in positions of social power and 
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LJ 
authority readily claim to be the bearers and defenders of ideal ends 
in church and state. They then use the prestige and authority their 
representative capacity as guardians of the highest ends confers 
on them to cover actions taken in behalf of the harshest and nar- 
rowest of material ends." 


73.1 n concluding his discussion, Dewey attempts to estimate the 
wesponsibility of philosophers and theologians for the lag of ethics 
behind technology. He looks upon the traditional ethical systems as 
expressing rather than as creating the preference for values thich are 
placed beyond criticism or modification. In any case, Dewey is con- 
vinced that the proved effectiveness of the methods of science makes the 
traditional approach superfluous. 


The social and moral effects of the separation of theory and 
practice have been merely hinted at. They are so manifold and so 
pervasive that an adequate consideration of them would involve 
nothing less than a survey of the whole field of morals, economics 
and politics. It cannot be justly stated that these effects are in 
fact direct consequences of the quest for certainty by thought and 
knowledge isolated from action. For, as we have seen, this quest 
was itself a reflex product of actual conditions. But it may be 
truly asserted that this quest, undertaken in religion and phi- 
losophy, has had results which have reinforced the conditions 
which originally brought it about. Moreover, search for safety 
and consolation amid the perils of life by means other than intelli- 
gent action, by feeling and thought alone, began when actual 
means of control were lacking, when arts were undeveloped. It 
had then a relative historic justification that is now lacking. The 
primary problem for thinking which lays claim to be philosophic 
in its breadth and depth is to assist in bringing about a reconstruc- 
tion of all beliefs rooted in a basic separation of knowledge and 
action; to develop a system of operative ideas congruous with 
present. knowledge and with present facilities of control over 


natural events and energies." 
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Questions 


1. What does Dewey regard as the basic moral problem of modern 
life? What does he propose as a solution to this critical problem? 

2. Explain what is meant by a “value” in Dewey’s ethics. How are 

“values” and “facts” related? : 

What are Dewey's criticisms of (a) extreme empiricism and (b) ex- 

treme rationalism? Give examples of theories containing these views. - 

4. Discuss the distinction Dewey draws between the “desired” and 
the**'desirable." Why does he find it necessary to make this con- 
trast? 

5. How does Dewey explain the lag of social science behind physical 
science? In what ways are traditional philosophies responsible for 
this situation? 

6. What is Dewey's attitude towards customary moral values? How 
can scientific method affect the selection of ethical standards? 

7. Describe the changes which would result from the introduction of 
experimentalism into ethics. 

8. Discuss Dewey's theory of means and ends. How would he judge 
the belief that “the end justifies the means”? 

9. What advantages does Dewey anticipate from the application of 
scientific method to ethics? Do you agree with him that (a) it is 
possible to have a scientific theory of ethics, and (b) if it is possible, 
it would be beneficial? 

10. What are the implications of Dewey's theory of value for (a) educa- 
tion, (b) society, and (c) political organization? 
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Chapter xiv 


THE INDEFINABILITY^" 


OF THE GOOD 


G. €. Moore : 


G... Edward Moore(1873- ) is Emeritus Professor of 
Philosophy at Cambridge University, with which he has been 
affiliated almost continuously since he entered it as an under- 
graduate in 1892. His association with his brilliant fellow-student, 
Bertrand Russell, was a decisive factor in Moore's entering the 
‘field of philosophy. He studied under such outstanding teachers 
of philosophy as Henry Sidgwick, James Ward, and J. E. McTag- 
gart. Honored as one of the most influential of contemporary 
ethical theorists, Moore was invited to lecture in the United States. 
He was a visiting professor at Smith College in 1940, and, enjoy- 
ing his new environment, he remained in the country for several 
years. He taught at Princeton University, Mills College, and Co- 
lumbia University and lectured at other major American uni- 
versities, Between 1921 and 1947, Moore served as editor of the 
distinguished philosophical journal, Mind. His most important 
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works are Principia Ethica (1903), Ethics (1912), and Philosophical 
Studigs (1922). ; 


In his Principia Ethica, G. E. Moore effects a significant re- 
orientation in ethics and sets the pattern for the modern "ana- 
lytic movement” in philosophy. Instead of constructing a 
philosophical system in the traditional way, he starts with an 
analysis of the fundamental philosophical questions, While his con- 
clusions are not shared by all ewentieth-century vemm 
there are few who fail to acknowledge the importance of analyzing 
the basic questions prior to constructing a philosophical system. 
As Moore puts it: 

It appears to me that in Ethics, as in all other phi studies, 
the difficulties and disagreements, of which its history is full, are mainly 
dug to a very simple cause: namely to the attempt to answer 
without first discovering precisely whar question it is which you desire 
to answer. I do not know how far this source of error would be done 
away, if philosophers would ry to discover what question they were 
asking, before they set about to answer it; for the work of analysis and 
distinction is often very difficult: we may often fail to make the necessary 
discovery, even though we make a definite attempt to do so. But I am 
inclined to think that in many cases a resolute attempt would be suffi 
cient to ensure success; so that, if only this attempt were made, many 
of the most glaring difficulties and disagreements in philorophy would 

« disappear. 

Moore points out that traditionally, ethical theorists have taken 
as primary the unanalyzed question, " What is sonia P 
— that is, what is good unconditionally and invariably? By fail. 
ing to perceive that this is in fact a complex issue, they have given 
answers which have been for the most part futile and obscure. 
Moore finds, upon analysis, that the question is in fact two ques- 
tions, viz., “How is ‘good’ to be defined?” and "What things are 
good?” He insists that we must deal with the former before we 
address ourselves to the latter, 

In order to discover whether it is possible to define the term 
“good,” Moore reviews the principal techniques of definition: 
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(1) definition by example or illustration (¢.g., a “conifer” is such 
a tree as a pine, fir, or hemlock); (2) definition by synonym (e.g., 
a “spinster” is an “unmarried woman"); and (3) definition by 
description (e.g., a “ tiger” is a large Asiatic carnivorous mammal 
of the cat family, of a tawny color, transversely striped with 
black). For the purpose of defining “good,” he finds defipitions 
which point to examples or cite illustrations unsatisfactory, since 
these deal with shings that are “good,” not with the meaning of 
the word. Likewise, definitions which present synonymous ex- 
pressions for “good” evade the real issue, because they merely 
substitute one set of words for another without identifying the 
property to which they refer. The final alternative, defining “good” 
through description, also fails, Moore tells us, because it is not 
possible to discover any collection of different qualities and prop- 
erties referred to by the term. Then, since no known mode of 
definition is satisfactory, and yet the term has meaning, he cón- 
cludes that “good” is indefinadle. It follows that the term “good” 
refers to a simple property of things — it is a primitive and irre- 
ducible quality. Moore insists, however, that while “good” cannot 
itself be defined, all other ethical terms can be defined through it. 

The conception of the indefinability of the good in Moore's 
ethical theory is augmented by the doctrine of “ethical realism." 
According to this doctrine, there are ethical properties which exist 
independently of human consciousness. For Moore, goodness is 
such a property. It exists in the real world, apart from the desires 
and aversions, the pleasures and pains of human beings. 

The term “good " refers to a quality which is analogous in some 
ways to sensory qualities. The philosophical realist maintains that 
when we speak of a sensory quality, as when we say, ‘‘The apple 
is red," the word “red” is not the name of a particular kind of 
experience, but is the name of an objectively real property of the 
apple. The property, though clearly not the experience, is inde- 
pendent of human perception. In Moore's ethical theory, however, 
the analogy is not carried beyond this point, because goodness, 
unlike sensory qualities, cannot be imagined “as existing dy itself 
in time." The objective reality of goodness consists in its being 
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intrinsic, i.e., itis unchanging and absolute, in the sense that “when 
anything possesses it . . . it would necessarily or must always, un- 
der all circumstances, possess it in exactly the same degree.” * 
Moore regards statements in ethics as essentially of the same 
kind &s any other statements about reality; the certification of 
their truth or falsity depends upon either self-evidence or external 
«evidence. Such a statement as “Personal affection is good” is re- 
garded by Moore as self-evidently true. By contrast, he believes 
that the truth of propositions of the form, “All men desire happi- 
ness," can only be established by external cvidence. Asserting 
that the fundamental propositions of ethics are of the former 
variety, he attempts to clarify the meaning which he attaches to 
the notion of “‘self-evidence” in the following manner: 


* The expression ‘self-evident’ means properly that the proposition so 
called is evident or true, 4y itse/f alone; that it is not an inference from 
some proposition other than itself. The expression does not mean that 
the proposition is true, because it is evident to you or me or all man- 
kind, because in other words it appears to us to be true. That a proposi- 
tion appears to be true can never be a valid argument that true it really 
is. By saying that a proposition is self-evident, we mean emphatically 
that its appearing so to us, is not the reason why it is true: for we mean 
that it has absolutely no reason.” 

In sum, the result of Moore’s analysis of the primary ethical 
question, “How is ‘good’ to be defined?" is: the term “good” is 
meaningful, yet indefinable; it refers‘to an independently existent 
quality, yet itis unlike the natural qualities of the sensory world; 
and, finally, certain propositions containing the term “good” are 
true by self-evidence, even though they may not be known by 


any individual. 
s discussion of ethics by rejecting the conception 


1. Moore begins hi 
duct. He argues that it 


of ethics as an examination of human con 
B H * » 
is “the general enquiry into what is good. 


1 G, E. Moore, Philosophical Studies, Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner Co., Ltd., London, 


1922, P. 273- 
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It is very easy to point out some among our every-day judg- 
ments, with the truth of which Ethics is undoubtedly concerned. 
Whenever we say, ‘So and so is a good man,’ or ‘That fellow is a 
villain’; whenever we ask, ‘What ought I to do?’ or ‘Is it wrong 
for me to do like this?'; whenever we- hazard such remarks as 
“Temperance is a virtue and drunkenness a vice’ — it is un- 
doubtedly the business of Ethics to discuss such questions ande 
such statements; to argue what is the true answer when we ask 
what it is right to do, and to give reasons for thinking that our 
statements about the character of persons or the morality of ac- 
tions are true or false. In the vast majority of cases, where we 
make statements involving any of the terms ‘virtue,’ ‘vice,’ 
‘duty, ‘right,’ ‘ought,’ ‘good,’ ‘bad,’ we are making ethical judg- 
ments; and if we wish to discuss their truth, we shall be discussing 
a point of Ethics. 

So much as this is not disputed; but it falls very far short of 
defining the province of Ethics. That province ma, indeed be 
defined as the whole truth about that which is at the same time 
common to all such judgments and peculiar to them. But we have 
still to ask the question: What is it that is thus common and 
peculiar? And this is a question to which very different answers 
have been given by ethical philosophers of acknowledged reputa- 
tion, and none of them, perhaps, completely satisfactory. 

If we take such examples as those given above, we shall not 
be far wrong in saying that they are all of them concerned with 
the question of ‘conduct’ — with the question, what, in the con- 
duct of us, human beings, is good, and what is bad. what is right, 
and what is wrong. For when we say that a man is good, we com- 
monly mean that he acts rightly; when we say that drunkenness 
is a vice, we commonly mean that to get drunk is a wrong or wicked 
action. And this discussion of human conduct is, in fact, that with 
which the name ‘Ethics’ is most intimately associated. It is so asso- 
ciated by derivation; and conduct is undoubtedly by far the com- 
monest and most generally interesting object of ethical judgments. 

Accordingly, we find that many ethical philosophers are dis- 
posed to accept as an adequate definition of ‘Ethics’ the state- 
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mept that it deals with the question what is good or bad in human 
conduct. They hold that its enquiries are properly confined to 

conduct’ or to ‘practice’; they hold that the name ‘practical 
philosophy’ covers all the matter with which it has to do. Now, 
without discussing the proper meaning of the word (for verbal 
questions are properly left to the writers of dictionaries and other 
_ persons interested in literature; philosophy, as we shall see, has 
no concern with them), I may say that I intend to use ‘Ethics’ 
to cover more than this — a usage, for which there is, I think, 
quite sufficient authority. I am using it to cover an enquiry for 
which, at all events, there is no other word: the general enquiry 
into what is good. ; 

Ethics is undoubtedly concerned with the question what good 
conduct is; but, being concerned with this, it obviously does not 
tart at the beginning, unless it is prepared to tell us what is good 
as well as what is conduct. For ‘good conduct’ is a complex no- 
tion: all conduct is not good; for some is certainly bad and some 
may be indifferent. And on the other hand, other things, beside 
conduct, may be good; and if they are so, then, ‘good’ denotes 
some property, that is common to them and conduct; and if we 
examine good conduct alone of all good things, then we shall be 
in danger of mistaking for this property, some property which is 
not shared by those other things: and thus we shall have made a 
mistake about Ethics even in this limited sense; for we shall not 
know what good conduct really is. This is a mistake which many 
writers have actually made, from limiting their enquiry to con- 
duct. And hence I shall try to avoid it by considering first what is 
good in general; hoping, that if we can arrive at any certainty 
about this, it will be much easier to settle the question of good 
conduct: for we all know pretty well what ' conduct" is. This, then, 
is our first question: What is good? and What is bad? and to the 


sion of this question (or these questions) I give the name of 


discus ! 
l events, include it.° 


Ethics, since that science must, at al 


2. Having stated his task ina general way, Moore finds it necessary 


to remove any remaining misconceptions about the nature of the 
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analysis in which he is engaging. He begins with an examinatiqn of 
the question, “What is good?" 


But this is a question which may have many meanings. If, for 
example, each of us were to say ‘I am doing good now’ or ‘I 
had a good dinner yesterday,’ these statements would each of them 
be some sort of answer to our question, although perhaps a false, 
one. So, too, when A asks B what school he ought to send his son 
to, B’s answer will certainly be an ethical judgment. And similarly 
all distribution of praise or blame to any personage or thing that 
has existed, now exists, or will exist, does give some answer to the 
question “What is good?’ In all such cases some particular thing 
is judged to be good or bad: the question ‘what?’ is answered by 
‘This.’ But this is not the sense in which a scientific Ethics asks 
the question. Not one, of all the many million answers of this kind, 
which must be true, can form a part of an ethical system; although 
that science must contain reasons and principles sufficient for de- 
ciding on the truth of all of them. There are far too many persons, 
things and events in the world, past, present, or to come, for a 
discussion of their individual merits to be embraced in any science. 
Ethics, therefore, does not deal at all with facts of this nature, facts 
that are unique, individual, absolutely particular; facts with which 
such studies as history, geography, astronomy, are compelled, in 
part at least, to deal. And, for this reason, it is not the business 
of the ethical philosopher to give personal advice or exhortation. 

But there is another meaning which may be given to the ques- 
tion ‘What is good?’ ‘Books are good’ would be an answer to it, 
though an answer obviously false; for some books are very bad 
indeed. And ethical judgments of this kind do indeed belong to 
Ethics; though I shall not deal with many of them. Such is the 
judgment ‘Pleasure is good’ — a judgment, of which Ethics should 
discuss the truth, although it is not nearly as important as that 
other judgment, with which we shall be much occupied presently 
— ‘Pleasure alone is good.’ It is judgments of this sort, which are 
made in such books on Ethics as contain a list of ‘virtues’ — in 
Aristotle's ‘Ethics’ for example. 
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3, After clarifying the nature of the basic ethical question, Moore 
emphasizes its primacy for any ethical inquiry. 


But our question ‘What is good?’ may have still another mean- 
ing. We may . . . mean to ask, not what thing or things are good, 
but hew ‘good’ is to be defined. This is an enquiry which belongs 
only to Ethics... and this is the enquiry which will occupy us 

«first. 

It is an enquiry to which most special attention should be di- 
rected; since this question, how ‘good’ is to be defined, is the most 
fundamental question in all Ethics. That which is meant by ‘good’ 
is, in fact, except its converse ‘bad,’ the on/y simple object of 
thought which is peculiar to Ethics. Its definition is, therefore, the 
most essential point in the definition of Ethics; and moreover a 
mistake with regard to it entails a far larger number of erroneous 
ethical judgments than any other. Unless this first question be 
fully understood, and its true answer clearly recognised, the 
rest of Ethics is as good as useless from the point of view of syste- 
matic knowledge.* 


4. Moore discusses the inadequacy of defining “good” by the 
techniques upon which traditional ethical theorists have relied. He 


concludes that there is no way to define “good.” 


What, then, is good? How is good to be defined? Now, it may 
be thought that this is a verbal question. A definition does indeed 
often mean the expressing of one word’s meaning in other words. 
But this is not the sort of definition I am asking for. Such a 
definition can never be of ultimate importance in any study except 
lexicography. If I wanted that kind of definition I should have to 
consider in the first place how people generally used the word 
‘good’; but my business is not with its proper usage, as established 
by custom. I should, indeed, be foolish, if I tried to use it for 
something which it did not usually denote: if, for instance, I were 
to announce that, whenever I used the word ‘good,’ I must be 
understood to be thinking of that object which is usually denoted 
by the word ‘table.’ I shall, therefore, use the word in the sense 
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in which I think it is ordinarily used; but at the same time b am 
not anxious to discuss whether I am right in thinking that it is 
so used. My business is solely with that object or idea, which I 
hold, rightly or wrongly, that the word is generally used to stand 
for. What I want to discover is the nature of that object of idea, 
and about this I am extremely anxious to arrive at an agreement. 
But, if we understand the question in this sense, my answer to, 
it may seem a very disappointing one. If I am asked ‘What is 
good?' my answer is that good is good, and that is the end of the 
matter. Or if I am asked ‘How is good to be defined?’ my answer 
is that it cannot be defined, and that is all I have to say about it. 
But disappointing as these answers may appear, they are of the 
very last importance. To readers who are familiar with philosophic 
terminology, I can express their importance by saying that they 
amount to this: That propositions about the good are all of thefh 
synthetic and never analytic; and that is plainly no trivial matter. 
And the same thing may be expressed more popularly, by saying 
that, if I am right, then nobody can foist upon us such an axiom 
as that ‘Pleasure is the only good’ or that ‘The good is the de- 
sired’ on the pretence that this is ‘the very meaning of the word.’ 
Let us, then, consider this position. My point is that ‘good’ is a 
simple notion, just as ‘ yellow’ is a simple notion; that, just as you 
cannot, by any manner of means, explain to any one who does 
not already know it, what yellow is, so you cannot explain what 
good is. Definitions of the kind that I was asking for, definitions 
which describe the real nature of the object or notion denoted by 
a word, and which do not merely tell us what the word is used to 
mean, are only possible when the object or notion in question is 
something complex. You can give a definition of a horse, because 
a horse has many different properties and qualities, all of which 
you can enumerate. But when you have enumerated them all, 
when you have reduced a horse to his simplest terms, then you 
can no longer define those terms. They are simply something 
which you think of or perceive, and to any one who cannot think 
of or perceive them, you can never, by any definition, make their 
nature known. It may perhaps be objected to this that we are 
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able tó describe to others, objects which they have never seen or 
thought of. We can, for instance, make a man understand what a 
chimaera is, although he has never heard of one or seen one. You 
can tell him that it is an animal with a lioness’s head and body, 


_ with a goat’s head growing from the middle of its back, and with 


a snake in place of a tail. But here the object which you are de- 
scribing is a complex object; it is entirely composed of parts, with 
which we are all perfectly familiar — a snake, a goat, a lioness; 
and we know, too, the manner in which those parts are to be put 
together, because we know what is meant by the middle of a 
lioness’s back, and where her tail is wont to grow. And so it is 
with all objects, not previously known, which we are able to de- 
fine: they are all complex; all composed of parts, which may them- 
selves, in the first instance, be capable of similar definition, but 
Which must in the end be reducible to simplest parts, which can 
no longer be defined. But yellow and good, we say, are not com- 
plex: they are notions of that simple kind, out of which definitions 
are composed and with which the power of further defining 
ceases.' 

5. The distinction between the property designated by the term 
“good” and things which have this property is re-emphasized. Since 
the term “good” denotes a simple and unanalyzable property, it is 
indefinable. However, it does not follow from this that objects or 
activities which “possess” this property cannot be defined. On the 
contrary, they are complexes, and goodness is one of their specifiable 


characteristics. 

But I am afraid I have still not removed the chief difficulty 
which may prevent acceptance of the proposition that good is in- 
definable. I do not mean to say that /Ae good, that which js good, 
is thus indefinable; if I did think so, I should not be writing on 
Ethics, for my main object is to help towards discovering that 
definition. It is just because I think there will be less risk of error 
in our search for a definition of ‘the good,’ that I am now insisting 
that good is indefinable. I must try to explain the difference 
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between these two. I suppose it may be granted that ‘good’ is an 
adjective. Well ‘the good,’ ‘that which is good,’ must therefore 
be the substantive to which the adjective ‘good’ will apply: it 
must ‘be the whole of that to which the adjective will apply, and 
the adjective must always truly apply to it. But if it is that to 
which the adjective will apply, it must be something différent 
from that adjective itself; and the whole of that something dif- 
ferent, whatever it is, will be our definition of the good. Now it 
may be that this something will have other adjectives, beside 
‘good,’ that will apply to it. It may be full of pleasure, for example; 
it may be intelligent: and if these two adjectives are really part 
of its definition, then it will certainly be true, that pleasure and 
intelligence are good. And many people appear to think that, if 
we say ‘Pleasure and intelligence are good,’ or if we say “Only 
pleasure and intelligence are good,’ we are defining ‘good.’ Well; 
I cannot deny that propositions of this nature may sometimes 
be called definitions; I do not know well enough how the word is 
generally used to decide upon this point. I only wish it to be 
understood that that is not what I mean when I say there is no 
possible definition of good, and that I shall not mean this if I 
use the word again. I do most fully believe that some true proposi- 
tion of the form ‘Intelligence is good and intelligence alone is good’ 
can be found; if none could be found, our definition of the good 
would be impossible. As it is, I believe she good to be definable; 
and yet I still say that good itself is indefinable.* 


6. If, as Moore holds, “ good” is indefinable, theories which under- 
take to define it are subject to criticism, He characterizes as the 
naturalistic fallacy any attempt to define “good,” whether as “the 
pleasant,” “the desirable,” “the rational,” “that which is ap- 
proved,” or anything else. 


‘Good,’ then, if we mean by it that quality which we assert to 
belong to a thing, when we say that the thing is good, is incapable 
of any definition, in the most important sense of that word. The 
most important sense of ‘definition’ is that in which a definition 
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we cannot believe that they merely mean "Pleasure is pleasure 
and nothing more than that.i 


9« He points out that if one does not accept the indefinability of 

“good,” one must regard it either as a complex notion or as having no 

* meaning whatever. Moore insists that neither of these alternatives 
fits the facts. 


... If it is not the case that ‘good’ denotes something simple 
and indefinable, only two alternatives are possible: either it is a 
complex, a given whole, about the correct analysis of which there 
may be disagreement; or else it means nothing at all, and there is 
no such subject as Ethics. In general, however, ethical philosoph- 

“ers have attempted to define good, without recognising what such 


We are, therefore, justified in concluding that the attempt to de- 
fine good is chiefly due to want of clearness as to the possible na- 
ture of definition. There are, in fact, only two serious alternatives 
to be considered, in order to establish the conclusion that ‘good’ 
does denote a simple and indefinable notion. It might possibly 
denote a complex, as ‘horse’ does; or it might have no meaning at 
E all. Neither of these possibilities has, however, been clearly con- 
ceived and seriously maintained, as such, by those who presume 
to define good; and both may be dismissed by a simple appeal to 


(1) The hypothesis that disagreement about the meaning of 
good is disagreement with regard to the correct analysis ofa given 
whole, may be most plainly seen to be incorrect by consideration 
of the fact that, whatever definition be offered, it may be always 
asked, with significance, of the complex so defined, whether it is 
itself good. To take, for instance, one of the more plausible, be- 
cause one of the more complicated, of such proposed definitions, 
it may easily be thought, at first sight, that to be good may mean 
to be that which we desire to desire. Thus if we apply this defini- 
tion to a particular instance and say ‘When we think that A is 
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good, we are thinking that A is one of the things which we desire 
to desire,’ our proposition may seem quite plausible. But, if we 
carry the investigation further, and ask ourselves ‘Is it good to 
desire to desire A?’ it is apparent, on a little reflection, that this 
question is itself as intelligible, as the original question ‘Is A 
good?’ — that we are, in fact, now asking for exactly the same 
information about the desire to desire A, for which we formerly 
asked with regard to A itself. But it is also apparent that the 
meaning of this second question cannot be correctly analysed into 
“Is the desire to desire A one of the things which we desire to de- 
sire?’: we have not before our minds anything so complicated as 
the question ‘Do we desire to desire to desire to desire A?’ More- 
over any one can easily convince himself by inspection.that the 
predicate of this proposition — ‘good’ — is positively different, 
from the notion of ‘desiring to desire’ which enters into its sub- 
ject: ‘That we should desire to desire A is good’ is not merely 
equivalent to ‘That A should be good is good.’ It may indeed be 
true that what we desire to desire is always also good; perhaps, 
even the converse may be true: but it is very doubtful whether this 
is the case, and the mere fact that we understand very well what 
is meant by doubting it, shews clearly that we have two different 
notions before our minds. 

(2) And the same consideration is sufficient to dismiss the hy- 
pothesis that ‘good’ has no meaning Whatsoever. It is very natural 
to make the mistake of supposing that what is universally true is 
of such a nature that its negation would be self-contradictory: the 
importance which has been assigned to analytic propositions in 
the history of philosophy shews how easy such a mistake is. And 
thus it is very easy to conclude that what seems to be a universal 
ethical principle is in fact an identical proposition; that, if, for 
example, whatever is called ‘good’ seems to be pleasant, the propo- 
sition Pleasure is the good’ does not assert a connection between 
two different notions, but involves only one, that of pleasure, 
which is easily recognised as a distinct entity. But whoever will 
attentively consider with himself what is actually before his mind 
when he asks the question ‘Is pleasure (or whatever it may be) 
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after all good?" can easily satisfy himself that he is not merely 
wondering whether pleasure is pleasant. And if he will try this 
experiment with each suggested definition in succession, he may 
become expert enough to recognise that in every case he has before 
his mind a unique object, with regard to the connection of which 
witlt any other object, a distinct question may be asked. Every one 
does in fact understand the question ‘Is this good?’ When he 
thinks of it, his state of mind is different from what it would be, 
were he asked ‘Is this pleasant, or desired, or approved?’ It has a 
distinct meaning for him, even though he may not recognise in 
what respect it is distinct. Whenever he thinks of ‘intrinsic value,’ 
or ‘intrinsic worth,’ or says that a thing ‘ought to exist,’ he has 
before his mind the unique object — the unique property of 
things — which I mean by 'good.' Everybody is constantly aware 
af this notion, although he may never become aware at all that it 
is different from other notions of which he is also aware. But, for 
correct ethical reasoning, it is extremely important that he should 
become aware of this fact; and, as soon as the nature of the prob- 
lem is clearly understood, there should be little difficulty in ad- 
vancing so far in analysis." 


10. Moore is now in a position to show the detrimental effect of 
the naturalistic fallacy upon investigation in ethics: it closes inquiry 
by defining in advance what things will be recognized as good, with- 
out shedding any light on the nature of intrinsic goodness. The avoid- 
ance of this fallacy is a necessary part of a “Prolegomena to any 
future Ethics that can possibly pretend to be scientific.” 


If... we once recognise that we must start our Ethics without 
a definition, we shall be much more apt to look about us, before we 
adopt any ethical principle whatever; and the more we look about 
us, the less likely are we to adopt a false one. It may be replied to 
this: Yes, but we shall look about us just as much, before we 
settle on our definition, and are therefore just as likely to be 
right. But I will try to shew that this is not the case. If we start 
with the conviction that a definition of good can be found, we 

321 


THE INDEFINABILITY OF THE GOOD 


start with the conviction that good can mean nothing else than 
some one property of things; and our only business will then be to 
discover what that property is. But if we recognise that, so far 
as the meaning of good goes, anything whatever may be good, 
we start with a much more open mind. Moreover, apart from the 
fact that, when we think we have a definition, we cannot logically 
defend our ethical principles in any way whatever, we shall also 
be much less apt to defend them well, even if illogically. For we 
shall start with the conviction that good must mean so and so, 
and shall therefore be inclined either to misunderstand our op- 
ponent’s arguments or to cut them short with the reply, ‘This is 
not an open question: the very meaning of the word decides it; 
no one can think otherwise except through confusion.’ ! 


Questions 


I. What new orientation in ethical theory is provided by Moore's 
Principia Ethica? What judgment of traditional ethics would be 
made if Moore's basic thesis were adopted? 

2. Why does Moore maintain that “intrinsic good” is indefinable? 
Discuss critically his explanation of his position. 

3. Give Moore's definition of the “naturalistic fallacy” and cite several 
illustrations. 

4. How does Moore refute the hedonistic doctrine? Do you think his 
method is an effective one in ethics? 

5. Comment upon Moore's view of the nature of self-evident proposi- 
tions. What would happen to his general ethical theory if there were 
no self-evident ethical statements? 

6. What is meant by “ethical realism"? Would you say that the aver- 
age man is an ethical realist? Explain your answer, making reference 
to specific instances of ethical convictions. 

7. In what respect can Moore's investigation in ethics be defended as 
open-minded? Is it logically possible to use his basic method, but 
reach different conclusions about the nature of ethics? 

8. Why is the distinction between “properties of things” and “ things 
having properties” a crucial one for Moore? 

9. How would Moore respond to the following assertion of William 
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states what are the parts which invariably compose a certain 
whole; and in this sense ‘good’ has no definition because it is 
simple and has no parts. It is one of those innumerable objects of 
thought which are themselves incapable of definition, because they 
are the ultimate terms by reference to which whatever is capable 
of definition must be defined. That there must be an indefinite 
number of such terms is obvious, on reflection; since we cannot 
define anything except by an analysis, which, when carried as 
far as it will go, refers us to something, which is simply different 
from anything else, and which by that ultimate difference explains 
the peculiarity of the whole which we are defining: for every whole 
contains some parts which are common to other wholes also. 
There is, therefore, no intrinsic difficulty in the contention that 
‘good’ denotes a simple and indefinable quality. There are many 
other instances of such qualities. 

Consider yellow, for example. We may try to define it, by de- 
scribing its physical equivalent; we may state what kind of light- 
vibrations must stimulate the normal eye, in order that we may 
perceive it. But a moment’s reflection is sufficient to shew that 
those light-vibrations are not themselves what we mean by yellow. 
They are not what we perceive. Indeed we should never have been 
able to discover their existence, unless we had first been struck by 
the patent difference of quality between the different colours. The 
most we can be entitled to say of those vibrations is that they are 
what corresponds in space to the yellow which we actually perceive. 

Yet a mistake of this simple kind has commonly been made 
about ‘good.’ It may be true that all things which are good are 
also something else, just as it is true that all things which are 
yellow produce a certain kind of vibration in the light. And it is a 
fact, that Ethics aims at discovering what are those other proper- 
ties belonging to all things which are good. But far too many 
philosophers have thought that when they named those other 
properties they were actually defining good; that these properties, 
in fact, were simply not ‘other, but absolutely and entirely the 
same with goodness. This view I propose to call the ‘naturalistic 


fallacy’... ^ Sy 
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7. Because of its great importance, Moore enlarges upon his dis- 
cussion of the naturalistic fallacy through illustration. à 

I do not care about the name: what I do care about is the fallacy. 
It does not matter what we call it, provided we recognise it when 
we meet with it. It is to be met with in almost every book on 
Ethics; and yet it is not recognised: and that is why it is necéssary 
to multiply illustrations of it, and convenient to give it a name. 
It is a very simple fallacy indeed. When we say that an orange is 
yellow, we do not think our statements binds us to hold that 
‘orange’ means nothing else than ‘yellow,’ or that nothing can be 
yellow but an orange. Supposing the orange is also sweet! Does 
that bind us to say that 'sweet' is exactly the same thing as 
‘yellow,’ that ‘sweet’ must be defined as ‘yellow’? And supposing 
it be recognised that ‘yellow’ just means ‘yellow’ and nothing 
else whatever, does that make it any more difficult to hold that 
oranges are yellow? Most certainly it does not: on the contrary, 
it would be absolutely meaningless to say that oranges were yel- 
low, unless yellow did in the end mean just ‘yellow’ and nothing 
else whatever — unless it was absolutely indefinable. We should 
not get any very clear notion about things, which are yellow — 
we should not get very far with our science, if we were bound to 
hold that everything which was yellow, meant exactly the same 
thing as yellow. We should find we had to hold that an orange was 
exactly the same thing as a stool, a piece of paper, a lemon, any- 
thing you like. We could prove any number of absurdities; but 
should we be the nearer to the truth? Why, then, should it be 
different with ‘good’? Why, if good is good and indefinable, 
should I be held to deny that pleasure is good? Is there any diffi- 
culty in holding both to be true at once? On the contrary, there is 
no meaning in saying that pleasure is good, unless good is some- 
thing different from pleasure. It is absolutely useless, so far as 
Ethics is concerned, to prove, as Mr. Spencer tries to do, that in- 
crease of pleasure coincides with increase of life, unless good means 
something different from either life or pleasure. He might just as 
well try to prove that an orange is yellow by shewing that it always 
is wrapped up in paper.! 
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8. «Moore elaborates on the essential arbitrariness of all definitions 
of "good" and illustrates the futility of attempting to resolve argu- 
ments in ethics through the agency of definitions. Those who engage 
in definitional polemics, he charges, are dealing in irrelevancies. 
Moreover, Moore points out that when an ethical theorist defines 
“good” as "pleasant," he automatically makes a triviality out of 
such a statement as, “those acts which produce pleasure are good,” 
since this tells us nothing more than that “those acts which produce 
pleasure are pleasant.” 


Let us consider what it is such philosophers say. And first it is 
to be noticed that they do not agree among themselves. They not 
only say that they are right as to what good is, but they endeavour 
to prove that other people who say that it is something else, are 
wrong. One, for instance, will affirm that good is pleasure, another, 
perhaps, that good is that which is desired; and each of these will 
argue eagerly to prove that the other is wrong. But how is that 
possible? One cf them says that good is nothing but the object of 
desire, and at the same time tries to prove that it is not pleasure. 
But from his first assertion, that good just means the object of 
desire, one of two things must follow as regards his proof: 

(1) He may be trying to prove that the object of desire is not 
pleasure. But, if this be all, where is his Ethics? The position he is 
maintaining is merely a psychological one. Desire is something 
which occurs in our minds, and pleasure 1s something else which 
so occurs; and our would-be ethical philosopher is merely holding 
that the latter is not the object of the former. But what has that 
to do with the question in dispute? His opponent held the ethical 
proposition that pleasure was the good, and although he should 
prove a million times over the psychological proposition that 
pleasure is not the object of desire, he is no nearer proving his 
opponent to be wrong. The position is like this. One man says a 

le: another replies ‘A triangle is a straight line, 


jangle is a circ s gie 38 
and wil prove to you that I am right: for’ (this is the only argu- 
ment) ‘a straight line is not a circle.’ ‘That is quite true,’ the 
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other may reply; ‘but nevertheless a triangle is a circle, and you 
have said nothing whatever to prove the contrary. What is proved 
is that one of us is wrong, for we agree that a triangle cannot be 
both a straight line and a circle: but which is wrong, there can 
be no earthly means of proving, since you define triangle’ as 
straight line and I define it as circle.’ — Well, that is one alterna- 
tive which any naturalistic Ethics has to face; if good is defined 
as something else, it is then impossible either to prove that any 
other definition is wrong or even to deny such definition. 

(2) The other alternative will scarcely be more welcome. It is 
that the discussion is after all a verbal one. When A says ‘Good 
means pleasant’ and B says ‘Good means desired,’ they may 
merely wish to assert that most people have used the word for 
what is pleasant and for what is desired respectively. And thiois 
quite an interesting subject for discussion: only it is not a whit 
more an ethical discussion than the last was. Nor do I think that 
any exponent of naturalistic Ethics would be willing to allow 
that this was all he meant. They are all so anxious to persuade us 
that what they call the good is what we really ought to do. ‘Do, 
pray, act so, because the word “‘good” is generally used to denote 
actions of this nature': such, on this view, would be the substance 
of their teaching. And in so far as they tell us how we ought to act, 
their teaching is truly ethical, as they mean it to be. But how 
perfectly absurd is the reason they would give for it! ‘You are to 
do this, because most people use a certain word to denote conduct 
such as this.’ ‘You are to say the thing which is not, because most 
people call it lying.’ That is an argument just as good! — My dear 
sirs, what we want to know from you as ethical teachers, is not 
how people use a word; it is not even, what kind of actions they 
approve, which the use of this word ‘good’ may certainly imply: 
what we want to know is simply what is good. We may indeed 
agree that what most people do think good, is actually so; we 
shall at all events be glad to know their opinions: but when we say 
their opinions about what is good, we do mean what we say; we do 
not care whether they call that thing which they mean ‘horse’ or 
‘table’ or ‘chair,’ ‘gut’ or ‘bon’ or *áyafós'; we want to know 
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spirits in the body,” are typical of this class of expressión. Al- 
though the logical positivists maintain that pseudo.statements 
have no literal or logical meaning, they believe that some of them 
possess emotive meaning, i.e., they express or evoke feelings. 

The distinction between meaningful and literally nonsensical 
sentences — between genuine and pseudo-statements — is brought 
to bear upon ethics. Statements which are descriptive of moral be- 
havior, i.e., those which have literal meaning, are regarded as be- 
longing to the social sciences, even though traditional ethical 
theorists include them in their theories. Normative sentences, i.e., 
those which say what “ought” to be done, are the special province 
of ethics. However, being neither confirmable by experience nor 
true by definition, they must be looked upon as literally meaning- 
less expressions; if they have any meaning, as they seem to have, 
it must be an emotive meaning. 

‘The positivists are agreed that ethics, because it is normative, 
cannot be a science. In its extreme form, the positivistic position 
excludes ethics from the realm of systematic inquiry, on the 
grounds that it has no factual content. A. J. Ayer, however, 
takes the stand that the ethical theorist has a legitimate function, 
namely, /Ae logical analysis of ethical (normative) terms, e.g., 
“good”, and “evil,” “right” and “wrong,” as they are actually 
used in ethical discourse. Through his examination of the symbols 
of ethical language and their logical relations, he substantiates 
the positivistic contention that normative terms are different in 
kind from descriptive terms, since they do not have referents. 
Ayer concludes that the ethical theorist's task is completed when 
he has shown that normative sentences are purely emotive and 
therefore merely pseudo-statements. 

The conception of ethics developed by C. L. Stevenson — one 
which in more recent years has gained popularity with many of the 
is general agreement among the logical positivists that ethical sen- 
different interpretations have arisen regarding the type of emotive 
meaning involved. For example, the sentence, “Cheating is wrong,” may be taken to 


: * Don't cheat!" (imperative); (2) "I wish you wouldn't cheat." (optative); 
giten in a tone of disgust (exclamatory); and (4) “I disapprove of cheating — 


you should disapprove as well!” (persuasive). 
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positivists— extends the boundaries of the legitimate limits of ethi- 
cal inquiry. He argues that Ayer, like the extreme positivists 
who deny ethics has any place as an intellectual enterprise, fails 
to take account sufficiently of the significant role played by emo- 
tive meaning in human behavior. Even though emotive expres- 
sions do not themselves convey knowledge, they have great im- 
portance in the ethical decisions men must make and should not 
be ignored: 


...It is certainly mandatory that the term “emotive”... be kept 
as a tool for use in careful study, not as a device for relegating the 
nondescriptive aspects of language to limbo.‘ 


Consequently, Stevenson carries his analysis beyond ethical state- 
ments to include ethical situations, and, in particular, ethical 
disagreements. 


eee » 


I. Ayer develops his position from the assumption that a strictly 
philosophical treatment of ethics can be concerned only with defi- 
nitions of ethical terms. Iż cannot deal with moral exhortations, 
descriptions of moral experiences, or actual value judgments, in the 
manner of traditional ethical systems. Moreover, the inclusion of 
pseudo-statements in an ethical theory obscures its logical structure, 
creating needless discussion and controversy. 


The ordinary system of ethics, as elaborated in the works ot 
ethical philosophers, is very far from being a homogeneous whole. 
Not only is it apt to contain pieces of metaphysics, and analyses 
of non-ethical concepts: its actual ethical contents are themselves 
of very different kinds. We may divide them, indeed, into four 
main classes. There are, first of all, propositions which express 
definitions of ethical terms, or judgements about the legitimacy or 
possibility of certain definitions. Secondly, there are propositions 
describing the phenomena of moral experience, and their causes. 


*C. L. Stevenson, Ethics and Language, New Haven, Yale University Press, 1944, 
P. 79. 
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Thirdly, there are exhortations to moral virtue. And, lastly, there 
are actual ethical judgements. It is unfortunately the case that 
the distinction between these four classes, plain as it is, is com- 
monly ignored by ethical philosophers; with the result that it is 
often very difficult to tell from their works what it is that they are 
seeking to discover or prove. 

, In fact, it is easy to see that only the first of our four classes, 
namely that which comprises the propositions relating to the defi- 
nitions of ethical terms, can be said to constitute ethical philoso- 
phy. The propositions which describe the phenomena of moral ex- 
perience, and their causes, must be assigned to the science of 
psychology, or sociology. The exhortations to moral virtue are not 
propositions at all, but ejaculations or commands which are de- 
signed to provoke the reader to action of a certain sort. Accord- 
ingly, they do not vei to any branch of philosophy or science. 
As for the expressions of ethical judgements, we have not yet de- 
termined how they should be classified. But inasmuch as they are 
certainly neither definitions nor comments upon definitions, nor 
quotations, we may say decisively that they do not belong to 
ethical philosophy. A strictly philosophical treatise on ethics 
should therefore make no ethical pronouncements. But it should, 
by giving an analysis of ethical terms, show what is the category 
to which all such pronouncements belong. And this is what we are 
now about to do. : : f : 

A question which is often discussed by ethical philosophers is 
whether it is possible to find definitions which would reduce all 
ethical terms to one or two fundamental terms. But this question, 
though it undeniably belongs to ethical philosophy, is not relevant 
to our present enquiry. We are not now concerned to discover 
which term, within the sphere of ethical terms, is to be taken as 
fundamental; whether, for example, "good" can be defined in 
pane of “right” or “right” in terms of “good,” or both in terms 
of “value.” What we are interested in is the possibility of reducing 
the whole sphere of ethical terms to non-ethical terms. We are 
enquiring whether statements of ethical value can be translated 


into statements of empirical fact. 
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2. Ayer is critical of “ subjectivists" and " utilitarians," who de- 
fine value expressions in terms of such psychological states as “feel- 
ings of approval" or “pleasure.” Although they can thus convert 
ethical statements into factual ones, Ayer points out that their defi- 
nitions of ethical terms do not follow normal linguistic usagg. For 
example, the subjectivist may define “good” as “what is approved.” 
However, our language permits us to say without contradiction, “ This* 
act is at the same time really bad but is nevertheless approved." The 
subjectivist is led to the linguistic absurdity of regarding such a 
Statement as self-contradictory. 


That [statements of ethical value can be translated into state- 
ments of empirical fact] is the contention of those ethical phi- 
losophers who are commonly called subjectivists, and of those 
who are known as utilitarians. For the utilitarian defines the right- 
ness of actions, and the goodness of ends, in terms of the pleasure, 

. or happiness, or satisfaction, to which they give rise; the sub- 
jectivist, in terms of the feelings of approval which a certain per- 

| Son, or group of people, has towards them. Each of these types of 
definition makes moral judgements into a sub-class of psychologi- 
cal or sociological judgements; and for this reason they are very 
attractive to us. For, if either was correct, it would follow that 
ethical assertions were not generically different from the factual 
assertions which are ordinarily contrasted with them... 

Nevertheless we shall not adopt either a subjectivist or a utili- 
tarian analysis of ethical terms. We reject the subjectivist view 
that to call an action right, or a thing good, is to say that it is 
generally approved of, because it is not sel f-contradictory to assert 
that some actions which are generally approved of are not right, 
or that some things which are generally approved of are not good. 
And we reject the alternative subjectivist view that a man who 
asserts that a certain action is right, or that a certain thing is 
good, is saying that he himself approves of it, on the ground that a 
man who confessed that he sometimes approved of what was bad 

or wrong would not be contradicting himself. And a similar argu- 
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_ James: “There is no status for good and evil to exist in, in a purely 
insentient world.” 

10. Discuss in detail your opinion as to whether two men, convinced of 
the validity of Moore’s ethical theory, could nevertheless have dis- 
putes at the level of practical morality. 
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cA. J. Ayer 
and 
C x. Stevenson 


D... Alfred J. Ayer (1910-— ), Professor of Mind and 
Logic at the University of London, was a scholar at Eton College 
and Christ Church, Oxford. He lectured at Christ Church from 
1932 to 1935, and from 1935 to 1944 was a research scholar there, 
receiving his M.A. in 1936. From 1944 to 1946, Professor Ayer 
was a Fellow of Wadham College, Oxford, and Dean of Wadham 
in 1945-46. During the second World War, he served in the Welsh 
Guards and performed intelligence duties. Also, in 1945, he was 
an attaché to the British Embassy in Paris. His appointment as 
Grote Professor of Philosophy at the Universi ty of London came 


A. J. AYER AND C. L. STEVENSON 


in 1 946; tlie academic year 1948-49 Professor Ayer spent as a 

visiting professor at New York University. One of the clearest 

expositors of logical positivism, Professor Ayer has written, be- 

sides a number of articles, Language, Truth and Logic (1936, re- 
e 1946), and The Foundations of Empirical Knowledge 
1940). 


D... Charles L. Stevenson (1908- ), of the Depart- 
ment of Philosophy of the University of Michigan, received his 
A.B. from Yale University in 1930, his B.A. from Cambridge 
University in 1933, and his Ph.D. from Harvard in 1935. From 
1934 to 1939, he was at Harvard doing graduate work and teach- 
ing, and from 1939 to 1946, he was an assistant professor at Yale, 


, joining the staff at the University of Michigan in 1946, During 


the academic year 1945-46, Professor Stevenson was a Guggen- 
heim Memorial Foundation Fellow. His chief work in ethics, E/Z- 
ics and Language, was published in 1944, and he has written a 
number of articles for British and American journals. 


The ethical theories of Ayer and Stevenson are understandable 
only in terms of the narrowed role which philosophy plays for the 
logical positivists." Looking upon the methods of science and 
mathematics as the only means by which reliable knowledge can 
be obtained, they assign to philosophy a subordinate position 
among the theoretical disciplines. Once esteemed as the “queen 
of the sciences,” philosophy becomes, on their view, the “hand- 
maiden of the sciences.” It is defined as logical or linguistic analy- 
sis, and its primary function is the clarification of the meanings of 


scientific statements. 


Viewed as analysis, philosophy deals with the language used in 


i i i itivi ived its initial impetus from the 
1 As a philosophical movement, logical positivism received its initia 
work S More Eehlick (1882-1936), Rudolf Carnap (1891- ), and other members of 
the “Vienna Circle” in the early 1920's. 
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speaking about actual objects, and not with the objects them- 
selves: it operates on the level of language rather than experience. 
Philosophers have frequently speculated about reality and have 
made judgments about it which they put forward as factually true. 
Admittedly, some of these judgments have been found to be true, 
e.g., Democritus’ theory, later restated by Newton as the first 
law of motion, that the motion of a body will persist unless ap- 
posed; however, many of them turn out to be false, e.g., Aristotle’s 
theory that the heavenly bodies are unchanging and indestructible. 
But what is to the point, the decision as to which judgments were 
in keeping with fact and which were false was reached only when 
the method of science was brought to bear upon them. Philosophi- 
cal speculation, the positivists have concluded, is a vain way to 
discover facts. However, philosophers have made valuable contri- 
butions through their analyses of scientific concepts, judgments, 
and language. The positivists, therefore, propose that philosophers 
leave the discovery of facts to the scientists and devote themselves 
exclusively to the analysis and improvement of the language used 
to communicate facts. 

In their analysis of language, the positivists maintain that only 
two kinds of sentences are meaningful and therefore genuine, 
empirical or synthetic statements? and analytic statements. An 
empirical statement, e.g., “Some metals expand when heated," is 
one which can be confirmed to a high degree of probability by 
observation and experiment. An analytic statement, e.g., “All 
spinsters are unmarried,” or “All circles are squares,” is one which 
can be established as true or false by an examination of the 
definitions of its terms. Utterances which are neither empirical 
nor analytic are termed “literal nonsense," i.e., even though they 
may seem to, they do not really assert or deny any confirmable 
fact, nor are they true or false by definition. They are therefore 
relegated to the status of pseudo-statements or “metaphysical” 
sentences. Expressions like, “Everything has a purpose in the 
natural order," and “Disease is caused by the presence of evil 


* Not all philosophers use the terms “synthetic” and “empirical” interchangeably in 
their classification of statements. 
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ing said here which can be true or false. Another man may dis- 
agree with me about the wrongness of stealing, in the sense that 
he may not have the same feelings about stealing as I have, and 
he may quarrel with me on account of my moral sentiments. But 
he cannot, strictly speaking, contradict me. For in saying that a 
certain type of action is right or wrong, I am not making any 
factual,statement, not even a statement about my own state of 
mind. I am merely expressing certain moral sentiments. And the 
man who is ostensibly contradicting me is merely expressing his 
moral sentiments. So that there is plainly no sense in asking 
which of us is in the right. For neither of us is asserting a genuine 
proposition. 


6. For the further development of this view, several qualifications 
are made: first, “expression” is reserved for the “emotive,” and 
“assertion” for the “cognitive” elements of language; second, ethical 
terms ma y not only express feelings, but they may also evoke feelings 
in others; and third, the distinction between “ expression of feeling” 
and “assertion of feeling” is employed by Ayer in order to dis- 
tinguish his position from that of orthodox subjectivism. 


What we have just been saying about the symbol “wrong” ap- 
plies to all normative ethical symbols. Sometimes they occur in 
sentences which record ordinary empirical facts besides expressing 
ethical feelings about those facts: sometimes they occur in sen- 
tences which simply express ethical feeling about a certain type 
of action, or situation, without making any statement of n 
But in every case in which one would commonly be said P í 
making an ethical judgement, the function of the argent ethica 
word is purely “emotive.” It is used to express ene about cer- 
tain objects, but not to make any assertion about them. ' 

It is worth mentioning that ethical terms do Pa ae on y to 
express feeling. They are calculated also to aame fee Lick we. us 
to stimulate action. Indeed ns of TR va » pum xr 

i tences in which they o - 
s o Rp gs ee “Tt is your duty to tell the truth. 
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may be regarded both as the expression of a certain sort of ethical 
feeling about truthfulness and as the expression of the command 
“Tell the truth.” The sentence “You ought to tell the truth" 
also involves the command “Tell the truth,” but here the tone 
of the command is less emphatic. In the sentence “It is good to tell 
the truth” the command has become little more than a sugges- 
tion. And thus the “meaning” of the word “good,” in its®ethical 
usage, is differentiated from that of the word “duty” or the word 
“ought.” In fact we may define the meaning of the various ethical 
words in terms both of the different feelings they are ordinarily 
taken to express, and also the different responses which they are 
calculated to provoke. 

We can now see why it is impossible to find a criterion for de- 
termining the validity of ethical judgements. It is not because 
they have an "absolute" validity which is mysteriously inde- 
pendent of ordinary sense-experience, but because they haveeno 
objective validity whatsoever. If a sentence makes no statement 
at all, there is obviously no sense in asking whether what it says 
is true or false. And we have seen that sentences which simply 
express moral judgements do not say anything. They are pure ex- 
pressions of feeling and as such do not come under the category of 
truth and falsehood. They are unverifiable for the same reason 
as a cry of pain or a word of command is unverifiable — because 
they do not express genuine propositions. 

Thus, although our theory of ethics might fairly be said to be 
radically subjectivist, it differs in a very important respect from 
the orthodox subjectivist theory. For the orthodox subjectivist 
does not deny, as we do, that the sentences of a moralizer express 
genuine propositions. All he denies is that they express propositions 
of a unique non-empirical character. His own view is that they 
express propositions about the speaker’s feelings. If this were so, 
ethical judgements clearly would be capable of being true or false. 
They would be true if the speaker had the relevant feelings, and 
false if he had not. And this is a matter which is, in principle, 
empirically verifiable. Furthermore they could be significantly con- 
tradicted. For if I say, “Tolerance is a virtue,” and someone 
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answers, “You don't approve of it," he would, on the ordinary 
subjectivist theory, be contradicting me. On our theory, he would 
not be contradicting me, because, in saying that tolerance was a 
virtue, I should not be making any statement about my own 
feelings or about anything else. I should simply be evincing my 
erp which is not at all the same thing as saying that I have 
them. 


7. Once the distinction between expressing and having an emotion 
is recognized, Ayer argues, it becomes apparent that a genuine dispute 
in ethics has to be on a factual level. This is so because value sentences, 
being expressions of feelings, cannot be true or false: one man's 
emotions cannot “contradict” another man's emotions. 


‘Khe distinction between the expression of feeling and the as- 
sertion of feeling is complicated by the fact that the assertion 
that one has a certain feeling often accompanies the expression 
of that feeling, and is then, indeed, a factor in the expression of 
that feeling. Thus I may simultaneously express boredom and say 
that I am bored, and in that case my utterance of the words, “I 
am bored," is one of the circumstances which make it true to say 
that | am expressing or evincing boredom. But I can express 
boredom without actually saying that | am bored. I can express 
it by my tone and gestures, while making à statement. about 
something wholly unconnected with it, or by an ejaculation, or 
without uttering any words at all. 5o that even if the assertion 
that one has a certain feeling always involves the expression of 
that feeling, the expression of a feeling assuredly does not always 
involve the assertion that one has it. And this is the important 
point to grasp in considering the distinction between our theory 
and the ordinary subjectivist theory. For whereas the subjectivist 
holds that ethical statements actually assert the existence of cer- 
tain feelings, we hold that ethical statements are expressions and 
excitants of feeling which do not necessarily involve any asser- 


ANC have already remarked that the main objection to the 
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ordinary subjectivist theory is that the validity of ethical judge- 
ments is not determined by ... their author’s feelings. And this 
is an objection which our theory escapes. For it does not imply 
that the existence of any feelings is a necessary and sufficient 
condition of the validity of an ethical judgement. It implies, on 
the contrary, that ethical judgements have no validity. ? 

There is, however, a celebrated argument against subjectivist 
theories which our theory does not escape. It has been pointed 
out by Moore that if ethical statements were simply statements 
about the speaker’s feelings, it would be impossible to argue 
about questions of value. To take a typical example: if a man said 
that thrift was a virtue, and another replied that it was a vice, 
they would not, on this theory, be disputing with one another. 
One would be saying that he approved of thrift, and the other 
that Ae didn’t; and there is no reason why both these statements 
should not be true. Now Moore held it to be obvious that we do 
dispute about questions of value, and accordingly concluded that 
the particular form of subjectivism which he was discussing was 
false. 

It is plain that the conclusion that it is impossible to dispute 
about questions of value follows from our theory also. For as we 
hold that such sentences as “Thrift is a virtue" and " Thrift is a 
vice” do not express propositions at all, we clearly cannot hold 
that they express incompatible propositions. We must therefore 
admit that if Moore's argument really refutes the ordinary sub- 
jectivist theory, it also refutes ours. But, in fact, we deny that it 
does refute even the ordinary subjectivist theory. For we hold 
that one really never does dispute about questions of value. 

This may seem, at first sight, to be a very paradoxical assertion. 
For we certainly do engage in disputes which are ordinarily re- 
garded as disputes about questions of value. But, in all such cases, 
we find, if we consider the matter closely, that the dispute is not 
really about a question of value, but about a question of fact. 
When someone disagrees with us about the moral value of a cer- 
tain action or type of action, we do admittedly resort to argument 
in order to win him over to our way of thinking. But we do not 
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ment is fatal to utilitarianism. We cannot agree that to call an 
action right is to say that of all the actions possible in the circum- 
stances it would cause, or be likely to cause, the greatest happiness, 
or the greatest balance of pleasure over pain, or the greatest 
balance of satisfied over unsatisfied desire, because we find that 
it is^not self-contradictory to say that it is sometimes wrong to 
perform the action which would actually or probably cause the 
greatest happiness, or the greatest balance of pleasure over pain, 
or of satisfied over unsatisfied desire. And since it is not self- 
contradictory to say, that some pleasant things are not good, or 
that some bad things are desired, it cannot be the case that the 
sentence “x is good” is equivalent to “x is pleasant,” or to “x 
is desired.” And to every other variant of utilitarianism with which 
I am acquainted the same objection can be made. And therefore 
we should, I think, conclude that the validity of ethical judge- 
ments is not determined by the felicific tendencies of actions, any 
more than by the nature of people’s feelings; but that it must be 
regarded as “absolute” or “intrinsic,” and not empirically cacu- 
lable. ae 

If we say this, we are not, of course, denying that it is possible 
to invent a language in which all ethical symbols are definable in 
non-ethical terms, or even that it is desirable to invent such a 
language and adopt it in place of our own; what we are denying 
is that the suggested reduction of ethical to non-ethical statements 
is consistent with the conventions of our actual language. That is, 
we reject utilitarianism and subjectivism, not as proposals to je 
place our existing ethical notions by new ones, but as analyses o 

our existing ethical notions. Our contention is simply that, in our 
language, sentences which contain normative ethical symbols are 
not equivalent to sentences which express psychological proposi- 
tions, or indeed empirical propositions of any kind. 


ed that value sentences can be translated into factual 


3. Having deni i 
statements, Ayer turns his attention to the analysis of normative sen- 
tences. He points out that certain terms or symbols may be used either 


normatively or descriptively. For example, in the sentence “x (killing, 
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stealing, etc.) is wrong,” the term " wrong" is used descriptively if it 
refers to an actual attitude found in a particular society. On the 
other hand, x is wrong" is a normative expression when the term 
"wrong" is intended to express a value judgment about some type of 
behavior. Because the same words may be employed in the formation 
of a normative or a descriptive sentence, it is necessary to exercise 


caution and single out the normative symbols with which this analy- ` 


sis is concerned. 


It is advisable here to make it plain that it is only normative 
ethical symbols, and not descriptive ethical symbols, that are 
held by us to be indefinable in factual terms. There is a danger of 
confusing these two types of symbols, because they are com- 
monly constituted by signs of the same sensible form. Thus 2" 
complex sign of the form “x is wrong” may constitute a sentence 
which expresses a moral judgement concerning a certain type of 
conduct, or it may constitute a sentence which states that a cer- 
tain type of conduct is repugnant to the moral sense of a particular 
society. In the latter case, the symbol “wrong” is a descriptive 
ethical symbol, and the sentence in which it occurs expresses an 
ordinary sociological proposition; in the former case, the symbol 
"wrong" is a normative ethical symbol, and the sentence in 
which it occurs does not, we maintain, express an empirical propo- 
sition at all. It is only with normative ethics that we are at present 
concerned; so that whenever ethical symbols are used in the course 
of this argument without qualification, they are always to be in- 
terpreted as symbols of the normative type. 


4. Since normative ethical terms cannot be reduced to factual terms, 
the “absolutist” in ethics may claim that ethical expressions can be 
grasped only by "intuition." Because he does not accept intuition 
as a reliable test of truth or falsity, Ayer finds this position untenable. 
Having already rejected the subjectivist and utilitarian views, which 
claim that value statements are genuinely synthetic — i.e., that they 
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are genuine factual statements — it may be asked what other possi- 
bilities exist. 


In admitting that normative ethical concepts are irreducible to 
empirical concepts, we seem to be leaving the way clear for the 
“abgolutist” view of ethics — that is, the view that statements of 
value are not controlled by observation, as ordinary empirical 
, propositions are, but only by a mysterious "intellectual intui- 
tion." A feature of this theory, which is seldom recognized by its 
advocates, is that it makes statements of value unverifiable, For 
it is notorious that what seems intuitively certain to one person 
may seem doubtful, or even false, to another. So that unless it is 
possible to provide some criterion by which one may decide be- 
tween conflicting intuitions, a mere appeal to intuition is worthless 
as a test of a proposition's validity. But in the case of moral judge- 
"ments, no such criterion can be given. Some moralists claim to 
settle the matter by saying that they " know" that theirown moral 
judgements are correct. But such an assertion is of purely psycho- 
logical interest, and has not the slightest tendency to prove the 
validity of any moral judgement. For dissentient moralists may 
equally well “know” that their ethical views are correct. And, as 
far as subjective certainty goes, there will be nothing to choose 
between them. When such differences of opinion arise in connec- 
tion with an ordinary empirical proposition, one may attempt to 
resolve them by referring to, or actually carrying out, some 
relevant empirical test. But with regard. to ethical statements, 
there is, on the “absolutist” or "intuitionist " theory, no relevant 
empirical test. We are therefore justified in saying that on this 
theory ethical statements are held to be unverifiable. "They are, 
of course, also held to be genuine synthetic propositions. 

Considering the use which D have - of the princi > ee 

nthetic ition is significant only if it ts pal - 
e: it is dev that the acceptance of an " absolutist theory of 
ethics would undermine the whole of our main argument. And as 
we have already rejected the “naturalistic” theories — 
commonly supposed to provide the only alternative to 
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lutism” in ethics, we seem to have reached a difficult position. 
We shall meet the difficulty by showing that the correct treatment 
of ethical statements is afforded by a third theory, which is 
wholly compatible with our radical empiricism. 


5. The theory by which Ayer intends to establish the status of 
normative terms starts with the assumption that basic ethical thrms 
are pseudo-symbols which cannot be analyzed into component parts. 
Consequently, ethical statements made up of such terms are emotive 
expressions, not genuine propositions having factual meaning. 


We begin by admitting that the fundamental ethical concepts 
are unanalysable, inasmuch as there is no criterion by which one 
can test the validity of the judgements in which they occur. So 
far we are in agreement with the-absolutists. But, unlike the abso- 
lutists, we are able to give an explanation of this fact about^ 
ethical concepts. We say that the reason why they are unanalysa- 
ble is that they are mere pseudo-concepts. The presence of an 
ethical symbol in a proposition adds nothing to its factual content. 
Thus if I say to someone, “You acted wrongly in stealing that 
money," I am not stating anything more than if I had simply said, 
“You stole that money.” In adding that this action is wrong I 
am not making any further statement about it. I am simply 
evincing my moral disapproval of it. It is as if I had said, “You 
stole that money," in a peculiar tone of horror, or written it with 
the addition of some special exclamation marks. The tone, or the 
exclamation marks, adds nothing to the literal meaning of the 
sentence. It merely serves to show that the expression of it is 
attended by certain feelings in the speaker. 

If now I generalize my previous statement and say, “Stealing 
money is wrong," I produce a sentence which has no factual 
meaning — that is, expresses no proposition which can be either 
true or false. It is as if I had written “Stealing money !!" — where 
the shape and thickness of the exclamation marks show, by a 
suitable convention, that a special sort of moral disapproval is 
the feeling which is being expressed, It is clear that there is noth- 
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Disagreement in attitude, on the other hand, implies that the 
very attitudes of the speakers are opposed. A and B may have 
€ »pposed beliefs about attitudes without having opposed attitudes, . 
just as they may have opposed beliefs about head colds without 
having opposed head colds. Hence we must not, from the fact 
that an argument is concerned with attitudes, infer that it neces- 
sarily involves disagreement in attitude. 

We may now turn more directly to disagreement about values, 
with particular reference to normative ethics. When people argue 
about what is good, do they disagree in belief, or do they disagree 
in attitude? A long tradition of ethical theorists strongly suggest, 
whether they always intend to or not, that the disagreement is 
one in belief. Naturalistic theorists, for instance, identify an 
ethical judgment with some sort of scientific statement, and so 
make normative ethics a branch of science. Now a scientific argu- 
ment typically exemplifies disagreement in belief, and if an ethical 
argument is simply a scientific one, then it too exemplifies dis- . 
agreement in belief. . . . Disagreement about what is good is dis- 
agreement in belief about attitudes; but we have seen that that is 
simply one sort of disagreement in belief, and by no means the 
same as disagreement in attitude. Analyses that stress disagree- 
ment in attitude are extremely rare. 

If ethical arguments, as we encounter them in everyday life, 
involved disagreement in belief exclusively — whether the beliefs 
were about attitudes or about something else — then I should 
have no quarrel with the ordinary sort of naturalistic analysis. 
Normative judgments could be taken as scientific statements, and 
amenable to the usual scientific proof. But a moment's attention 
will readily show that disagreement in belief has not the exclusive 
role that theory has so repeatedly ascribed to it. It must be readily 

ranted that ethical arguments usually involve disagreement 1n 
belief; but they also involve disagreement in attitude. And the 
conspicuous role of disagreement in attitude is what we usually 
take, whether we realize it or not, as the distinguishing feature of 
ethical arguments. For example: j 

Suppose that the representative of a union urges that the wage 
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level in a given company ought to be higher — that it is only right 
that the workers receive more pay. The company representative 
urges in reply that the workers ought to receive no more than they 
get. Such an argument clearly represents a disagreement in atti- 
tude. The union is for higher wages; the company is against them, 
and neither is content to let the other’s attitude remain unchanged. 
In addition to this disagreement in attitude, of course, the argu- 
ment may represent no little disagreement in belief. Perhaps the 
parties disagree about how much the cost of living has risen, and 
how much the workers are suffering under the present wage scale. 
Or perhaps they disagree about the company’s earnings, and the 


extent to which the company could raise wages and still operate ` 


at a profit. Like any typical ethical argument, then, this argument 


involves both disagreement in attitude and disagreement in belief, 


II. Stevenson enlarges upon his thesis that ethical disagreements 
are chiefly matters of attitude by showing two ways in which they 
function in actual situations. First, the conflicting attitudes deter- 
mine what disagreements in belief are relevant to an argument, and 
second, they determine whether or not the argument has been settled. 


In the first place, disagreement in attitude determines what be- 
liefs are relevant to the argument. Suppose that the company af- 
firms that the wage scale of fifty years ago was far lower than it is 
now. The union will immediately urge that this contention, even 
though true, is irrelevant. And it is irrelevant simply because in- 
formation about the wage level of fifty years ago, maintained 
under totally different circumstances, is not likely to affect the 
present attitudes of either party. To be relevant, any belief that is 
introduced into the argument must be one that is likely to lead 
one side or the other to have a different attitude, and so reconcile 
disagreement in attitude. Attitudes are often functions of beliefs. 
We often change our attitudes to something when we change our 
beliefs about it; just as a child ceases to want to touch a live coal 
when he comes to Ze/ieve that it will burn him. Thus in the present 
argument, any beliefs that are at all likely to alter attitudes, such 
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as those about the increasing cost of living or the financial state 
of the company, will be considered by both sides to be relevant to 
the argument. Agreement in belief on these matters may lead to 
agreement in attitude toward the wage scale. But beliefs that are 
likely to alter the attitudes of neither side will be declared irrele- 
vant: They will have no bearing on the disagreement in attitude, 
with which both parties are primarily concerned. 

In the second place, ethical argument usually terminates when 
disagreement in attitude terminates, even though a certain amount 
of disagreement in belief remains. Suppose, for instance, that the 
company and the union continue to disagree in belief about the 
increasing cost of living, but that the company, even so, ends by 
favoring the higher wage scale. The union will then be content to 
end the argument, and will cease to press its point about living 
costs. It may bring up that point again, in some future argument 
of the same sort, or in urging the righteousness of its victory to the 
newspaper columnists; but for the moment the fact that the com- 
pany has agreed in attitude is sufficient to terminate the argument. 
On the other hand: suppose that both parties agreed on all beliefs 
that were introduced into the argument, but even so continued 
to disagree in attitude. In that case neither party would feel that 
their dispute had been successfully terminated. They might look 
for other beliefs that could be introduced into the argument. They 
might use words to play on each other’s emotions. They might 
agree (in attitude) to submit the case to arbitration, both feeling 
that a decision, even if strongly adverse to one party or the other, 
would be preferable to a continued impasse. Or, perhaps, they 
might abandon hope of settling their dispute by any peaceable 


means. 


12. The presuppositions of positivism res 


clusion that normative ethics cannot be a 
but at the same time recognizes normative 


ethics as a vital human activity, in which science can — in favorable 
circumstances — contribute materially to the resolution of ethical 


(attitudinal) disagreements. As a human activity, ethics has its own 
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characteristic functions and methods for the treatment of moral issues, 
i.e., issues involving “personal and social decisions about what is to 
be approved.” To sum up, ethics is not itself a science, though science 
may be of major importance in the resolution of ethical problems. 


It will be obvious that to whatever extent an argument invélves 
disagreement in belief, it is open to the usual methods of the 
sciences. If these methods are the on/y rational methods for sup- 
porting beliefs — as I believe to be so, but cannot now take time 
to discuss — then scientific methods are the only rational meth- 
ods for resolving the disagreement in Ze/ief that arguments about 
values may include. 

But if science is granted an undisputed sway in reconciling 
beliefs, it does not thereby acquire, without qualification, an un- 


disputed sway in reconciling attitudes. We have seen that argu- 


ments about values include disagreement in attitude, no less than 
disagreement in belief, and that in certain ways the disagreement 
in attitude predominates. By what methods shall the latter sort 
of disagreement be resolved? 

The methods of science are still available for that purpose, but 
only in an indirect way. Initially, these methods have only to do 
with establishing agreement in belief. If they serve further to 
establish agreement in attitude, that will be due simply to the 
psychological fact that altered beliefs may cause altered attitudes. 
Hence scientific methods are conclusive in ending arguments about 
values only to the extent that their success in obtaining agreement 
in belief will in turn lead to agreement in attitude. 

In other words, the extent to which scientific methods can bring 
about agreement on values depends on the extent to which a 
commonly accepted body of scientific beliefs would cause us to 
have a commonly accepted set of attitudes. 

How much is the development of science likely to achieve, then, 
with regard to values? To what extent wou/d common beliefs lead 
to common attitudes? It is, perhaps, a pardonable enthusiasm to 
hope that science will do everything — to hope that in some rosy 
future, when all men know the consequences of their acts, they 
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attempt to show by our arguments that he has the “wrong” 
ethical feeling towards a situation whose nature he has correctly 
apprehended. What we attempt to show is that he is mistaken 
about the facts of the case. We argue that he has misconceived 
the agent’s motive: or that he has misjudged the effects of the 
action,eor its probable effects in view of the agent’s knowledge; 
or that he has failed to take into account the special circumstances 
ih which the agent was placed. Or else we employ more general 
arguments about the effects which actions of a certain type tend 
to produce, or the qualities which are usually manifested in their 
performance. We do this in the hope that we have only to get our 
opponent to agree with us about the nature of the empirical facts 
for him to adopt the same moral attitude towards them as we do. 
And as the people with whom we argue have generally received the 
sage moral education as ourselves, and live in the same social 
order, our expectation is usually justified. 
8. If two parties to an ethical dispute have similar moral back- 
grounds, they may resolve their differences once they agree upon the 
` facts of the case. However, when the parties to the dispute have dif- 
ferent moral standards, their disagreements spring from differences 
in the disputants’ emotional attitudes, even if they agree on matters of 
fact. As a result, the dispute is only an exchange of derogatory re- 
marks, which express emotions. Since legitimate arguments can occur 
only on the factual level, Ayer concludes "that ethics, as a branch of 
knowledge, is nothing more than a department of psychology and 


sociology.” 
But if our opponent h 
process of moral "conditioning" 


when he acknowledges all the fac 
about the moral value of the actions under discussion, then we 


abandon the attempt to convince him by argument. We say that 
it is impossible to argue with him because he has a distorted or 
undeveloped moral sense; which signifies merely that he employs a 
different set of values from our own. We feel that our own system 
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of values is superior, and therefore speak in such derogatory terms 
of his. But we cannot bring forward any arguments to show that 
our system is superior. For our judgement that it is so is itself a 
judgement of value, and accordingly outside the scope of argu- 
ment. It is because argument fails us when we come to deal with 
pure questions of value, as distinct from questions of faet, that 
we finally resort to mere abuse. 

In short, we find that argument is possible on moral question$ 
only if some system of values is presupposed. If our opponent con- 
curs with us in expressing moral disapproval of all actions of a 
given type /, then we may get him to condemn a particular action 
A, by bringing forward arguments to show that A is of type 7. 
For the question whether A does or does not belong to that type 
is a plain question of fact. Given that a man has certain moral 
principles, we argue that he must, in order to be consistent, react 
morally to certain things in a certain way. What we do not and 
cannot argue about is the validity of these moral principles. We 
merely praise or condemn them in the light of our own feelings. 

If anyone doubts the accuracy of this account of moral disputes, 
let him try to construct even an imaginary argument on a question 
of value which does not reduce itself to an argument about a ques- 
tion of logic or about an empirical matter of fact. I am confident 
that he will not succeed in producing a single example. And if 
that is the case, he must allow that its involving the impossibility 
of purely ethical arguments is not, as Moore thought, a ground of 
objection to our theory, but rather a point in favour of it. 

Having upheld our theory against the only criticism which ap- 
peared to threaten it, we may now use it to define the nature of all 
ethical enquiries. We find that ethical philosophy consists simply 
in saying that ethical concepts are pseudo-concepts and therefore 
unanalysable. The further task of describing the different feelings 
that the different ethical terms are used to express, and the dif- 
ferent reactions that they customarily provoke, is a task for the 
psychologist. There cannot be such a thing as ethical science, if 
by ethical science one means. the elaboration of a “true” system 
of morals. For we have seen that, as ethical judgements are mere 
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expressions of feeling, there can be no way of determining the 
validity of any ethical system, and, indeed, no sense in asking 
whether any such system is true. All that one may legitimately 
enquire in this connection is, What are the moral habits of a 
given person or group of people, and what causes them to have 
precisely those habits and feelings? And this enquiry falls wholly 
Within the scope of the existing social sciences. 


9. Having transferred all the factual statements of ethics to the 
social scientists and relegated all the normative expressions of ethics 
to the limbo of emotive utterances, Ayer regards his task as an 
analyst completed. Stevenson agrees in general with Ayer’s analysis 
of ethical language. However, in his judgment, ethical inquiry must 
hetextended to include an examination of the role of emotive expres- 
sions in ethical disputes. Stevenson begins by pointing out that ethical 
arguments involve both factual and value elements. Although there is 
a complex interplay of attitudes and beliefs, ethical disagreement is 
primarily a matter of disagreement in attitude, and secondarily of 
disagreement in belief. He approaches the subject of ethical disagree- 
ment through a question as to the method of resolving disputes. 


When people disagree about the value of something — one say- 
ing that it is good or right, and another that it is bad or wrong — 
by what methods of argument or inquiry can their disagreement 
be resolved? Can it be resolved by the methods of science, or does 
it require methods of some other kind, or is it open to no rational 
solution at all? 

The question must be clarified before it can be answered. And 
the word that is particularly in need of clarification, as we shall 
see, is the word “disagreement.” 

Let us begin by noting that “disagreement” has two broad 
senses: In the first sense it refers to what I shall call “disagreement 
in belief.” This occurs when Mr. A believes p, when Mr. B be- 
lieves z0/-p, or something incompatible with p, and when neither 
is content to let the belief of the other remain unchallenged. Thus 
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doctors may disagree in belief about the causes of an illness; and 
friends may disagree in belief about the exact date on which they 
last met. 

In the second sense, the word refers to what I shall call “ dis- 
agreement in attitude.” This occurs when Mr. A has a favorable 
attitude to something, when Mr. B has an unfavorable or less 
favorable attitude to it, and when neither is content to let the 
other's attitude remain unchanged . . . This second sense can be 
illustrated in this way: Two men are planning to have dinner to- 
gether. One is particularly anxious to eat at a certain restaurant, 
but the other doesn’t like it. Temporarily, then, the men cannot 
"agree" on where to dine. Their argument may be trivial, and 
perhaps only half serious; but in any case it represents a disagree- 
ment in attitude. The men have divergent preferences, and eacl*is 
trying to redirect the preference of the other... 

The difference between the two senses of “disagreement” is 
essentially this: the first involves an opposition of beliefs, both of 
which cannot be true, and the second involves an opposition of 
attitudes, both of which cannot be satisfied. 


10. The distinction between disagreement in belief and disagree- 
ment in attitude is the basis of Stevenson’s analysis of ethical dis- 
agreements. He is opposed to the doctrine that all genuine ethical 
disputes are primarily matters of belief; he contends that the dis- 
tinguishing feature of ethical disagreement is the underlying dis- 
agreement in attitude. 


Let us apply this distinction to a case that will sharpen it. 
Mr. A believes that most voters will favor a proposed tax, and 
Mr. B disagrees with him. The disagreement concerns attitudes 
— those of the voters — but note that A and B are zot disagreeing 
in attitude. Their disagreement is-in belief about attitudes. It is 
simply a special kind of disagreement in belief, differing from 
disagreement in belief about head colds only with regard to sub- 
ject matter. It implies not an opposition of the actual attitudes of 
the speakers, but only of their beliefs about certain attitudes. 
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will all have common aspirations, and live peaceably in complete 
moral accord. But if we speak. not from our enthusiastic hopes, 
but from our present knowledge, the answer must be far less 
exciting. We usually do not know, at the beginning of any argument 
about values, whether an agreement in belief, scientifically es- 
tablished, will lead to an agreement in attitude or not. It is 
Jogically possible, at least, that two men should continue to dis- 
agree in attitude even though they had all their beliefs in com- 
mon, and even though neither had made any logical or inductive 
error, or omitted any relevant evidence. Differences in tempera- 
ment, or in early training, or in social status, might make the 
men retain different attitudes even though both were possessed 
of the complete scientific truth. Whether this logical possibility 
is an empirical likelihood I shall not presume to say; but it is 
uhquestionably a possibility that must not be left out of account. 

'To say that science can always settle arguments about value, 
we have seen, is to make this assumption: Agreement in attitude 
will always be consequent upon complete agreement in belief, and 
science can always bring about the latter. Taken as purely heuris- 
tic, this assumption has its usefulness. It leads people to discover 
the discrepancies in their beliefs, and to prolong enlightening ar- 
gument that may iead, as a matter of fact, from commonly ac- 
cepted beliefs to commonly accepted attitudes. It leads people to 
reconcile their attitudes in a rational, permanent way, rather than 
by rhapsody or exhortation. But the assumption is nothing more, 
for present knowledge, than a heuristic maxim. It is wholly with- 
out any proper foundation of probability. I conclude, therefore, 
that scientific methods cannot be guaranteed the definite rôle in 
the so-called “normative sciences” that they may have in the 


natural sciences .. - i 
Insofar as normative ethics draws from the sciences, in order 
’s beliefs, it draws from 


to change attitudes via changing people s fro 
m — that of redirecting 


all the sciences; but a moralist's peculiar ai 
attitudes — is a type of activity, rather than knowledge, and falls 


within no science. Science may study that activity, and may help 
indirectly to forward it; but it is not identical with that activity. 
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Questions , 


1. How does Ayer describe the basic task of the ethical theorist? 

2. According to Ayer, what is the difference between "normative 
ethical svmbols"' and " descriptive ethical symbols”? What function 
oes cms distinction nave in nis theory or etnicst D: 

3. What characteristics does Ayer assign to ethical statements? How 
does his view of their nature affect the evaluation of traditiona5 
etnica! theories: 

4. Assuming that Ayer's position is correct, is there need for any further 
work to be done in ethics? If so, whose task would it be? 

5. What is the difference between “disagreement in belief" and *'dis- 
agreement in attitude," according to Stevenson's usage? 

6. In what respect does Stevenson believe “disagreement in attitude" 
to be basic to ethics? What relationship is there between: disagree- 
ment in attitude and in belief, in ethical disputes? ^ 

7. What grounds does Stevenson provide for his conclusion that ethics 
is not a branch of science? Is his position completely opposed to 
that of John Dewey, or are there significant areas of agreement 
between pragmatists and positivists? 

. Compare the positivism of Ayer with that of Stevenson, pointing 
out the respects in which they are similar and the respects in which 
they are different. 

9. Compare the analytic approach of G. E. Moore with that of the 
positivists. How can you account for the fact that these two theories 
reach widely different conclusions, despite the essential similarity 
of their method and conception of ethical theory? 

1o. What do you believe are the implications for morality of a positivistic 
ethical theory? 


Key to selections: 


A. J. AYER, Language, Truth and Logic, Chapter VI, pp. 103-112. Re- 
nrinted with the kind permission of the publishers, Dover Publica- 
tions, Inc, New York 19 ($2.25 clothbound, $1.2; paperbound). 
Canadian circulation by permission of Victor Gollancz, Ltd., publish- 
ers. 

C. L. STEVENSON, “The Nature of Ethical Disagreement,” Sigma, vols. 
1-2, nos. 8-9, 1947-48. With the kind permission of the author and 
of the Centro di Metodologia, Miian, Italy, the publishers. 
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Dn experience does not come analyzed for us, 
ethical theorizing persists as a vital enterprise. And because life 
is a complex matrix in which a wide variety of perspectives is 
formed, we cannot expect to find unaniraity in ethics, save per- 
haps in the general, if sometimes unacknowledged, homage to the 
power of reason. From the diversity of tradition, circumstance, 
and personality have come alternative and even conflicting moral 
ideals: the Stoic devotion to self-discipline, as well as the Epi- 
curean preference for the pleasant life; Saint Augustine's fervent 
love of God and Nietzsche's God-defying Superman; the Kantian 
módel of the duty-bound individual and the socially conscious 
Utilitarian, seeking the happiness of the greátest number. 

No matter how far away from life ethical speculation may go — 
and moral philosophy is as notable for its abstruse qualities as for 
its penetrating analyses and systematic development of ideas — 
it is, in the last analysis, from life itself that the ethical theorist 
acquires the raw materials upon which he must work. It is to life 
again that he intends his theories to apply at some stage in the 
interaction of belief and behavior. Not by haphazard or arbitrary 
eclecticism, but under the guidance of reason can we cull what is 
valuable from ethical theory and dismiss what is without signifi- 
cance, The ability to evaluate alternative ethical principles and to 
understand the connection between theory and the living moral 
situation calls for mental maturity and independence of a high 
degree — wisdom is not easily come by. 

Acquaintance with the various theories of ethics is only a first 
step towards understanding the complexities of the moral life. 
Temporarily at least, it may lead us in a direction counter to our 
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accustomed ways of thinking. We are born into a culture where 
definite moral practices and ideas are already fixed by custom 
and tradition. Consequently, the notion that morality is so clear- 
cut and final that reflection about it is unnecessary is probably 
more comfortable than the exertion of theorizing. 

The attitude that whatever is, is right, and the accompanying 
pfeference for a moral theory which leaves the familiar order 
undisturbed, conceal a narrow dogmatism. It assumes unwittingly, 
that there exists only one “correct” theory, the one that is in 
operation here and now. The dogmatist all too often fears that if 
he does not have on tap quick and certain answers for every moral 
question, if he cannot be sure that he has the one and only valid 
ethical theory, he will be in a state of ineffectual confusion, in- 
capable of decisive moral action. But this entails a misunder- 
standing of the nature of ethical theory with which some people 
may enter the study of ethics; it should not be the view with which 
they leave the subject. 

William James held that, “To know the chief rival attitudes 
towards life as the history of thinking has developed them, and 
to have heard some of the reasons they can give for themselves 
ought to be considered an essential part of liberal education.” The 
fact that philosophers of equal intelligence and integrity have 
come out on opposite sides of the same moral issues is no argument 
against the study of ethics. On the contrary, it is the very point 
and value of the discipline that active disagreement should be 
maintained and encouraged. The study of different ethical theories 
is an antidote for provincialism, an invitation to openmindedness. 
Even if we retain the same moral principles with which we began 
our inquiry, we can enjoy enlightened, enriched belief. The naiveté 
of judging issues in terms of black-or-white can be replaced by the 
sophistication of considered judgments and refined distinctions. 
The reflective man can hold his views with conviction, secure 1n 
the knowledge that he has examined alternatives and reasoned his 
way to his position. Basing his preference on rational, rather than 
on emotional grounds, he can both respect his own philosophy and 
appreciate the reasonableness and feasibility of others’. 
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Reflection on moral matters enhances the individual’s ability to 
think things through. It is the autonomy of mind — the capacity: 
to think for oneself — which unites all. those who enter upon the 
philosophic enterprise. Moreover, the effect of the reflective atti- 
tudé is to make audible the “still small voice that murmurs 
"fiddlesticks"" to superficial moral beliefs. The diversity born gf 
intellectual integrity is probably the strongest force that has kept 
ethical inquiry alive and productive for thousands of years and 
keeps it astir today. The last ethical theory has not yet been 
written, the last ethical insight has not yet been recorded. To 
think maturely on moral matters is the desideratum and value of the 
study of ethics. 
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Action: as guided by reflective thinking, 
300, 301; passions as springs of, 184 

Actions: evaluated in terms of conse- 
quences, 230, 241-243; moral signifi- 
cance'of, 54, 62; moral worth of, 210-215; 
voluntary and involuntary, 54 (note) 

Activity, teleological nature of, 40 

Adeimantus, 29 

Altruism: as a principle of benevolence 
in human nature, 188 ff; as ideal of 
slave-morality, 262, 263; Kant’s critical 
approach to, 212, 213; natural feeling of, 
249, 250 

Analysis, logical or linguistic, 325, 326 

Analytic movement in philosophy, 305 

Analytic statements, 326 

Antisthenes, 85 (note) 

Apathy (see Epictetus) 

Apollo, as symbol of rationality, 257 

Applied ethics, function of, 4 

A priori, definition of, 204 

Aquinas, Saint Thomas, 107 

Aristippus (see a/so Epicurus), on intensity 
of pleasures, 62 

Aristotle: and contemplation, 39: and 


Nichomachean Ethics, 1, 37; as tutor to 
Alexander, 36, 37; biography of, 36, 37; 
criticism of Socrates, 55; general position 
of, 37-40; on activity and structure of 
the soul, 45-48; on happiness as ultimate 
end, 38, 39; on nature of political science, 
40-42; on teleological nature of activity, 
40; works of, 37, 59 

Ataraxia (see Epicurus) 

Atomism (see Democritus, metaphysics of) 

Attitude, disagreement in, 341-344 

Augustine, Saint: biography of, 106, 107; 
general position of, 108-110; on accept- 
ance of fortune, 124-126; on brotherly 
love, 123, 124; on “City of God” and 
“City of Man," 117 ff, 122 ff; on 
divine vision, 127-136; on evil, 111-116; 
on faith prior to knowledge, 109 ff.; 
on freedom and divine prescience, 114 ff.; 
on “Last Judgment,” 126, 127; on love of 
God, 108 ff., 123, 124; on virtues, 120- 
122; works of, 107, 131, 132 f 

Aversions, 138; objects of, as evil, 136 

Ayer, A. J.: biography of, 324, 325; general 
position of, 325-328; on ethics as a 
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branch of psychology and sociology, 340, 
341; on the analysis of “normative sen- 
tences,” 331, 332; on the character of 
ethical disputes, 339-341; on the criticism 
of absolutist and naturalistic ethics, 332- 
334; on the criticism of “subjectivists” 
and “utilitarians,” 330, 331; on the 
emotive nature of ethical statements, 
334; 335, 337-339; on the sole concern of 
ethical inquiry, 328, 329; qualifications 
of his ethical theory, 335-337; works of, 
325, 348, 349 


Belief (see a/so Faith), disagreement in, 
3417344 

Benevolence (see a/so Altruism): as a 
governing principle, 193, 194; as com- 
patible with "selflove," 188-190; as 
regulator of passions, 184; authority of, 
195-197 

Bentham, Jeremy, 227; general position of, 
229 

Bondage (see Spinoza) 

Butler, Joseph: biography of, 181, 182; 
general position of, 182-185; on authority 
of governing principles, 195-198; on 
“benevolence” and “self-love,” 188-192; 
on "conscience" as highest governing 
principle, 194, 195; on egoism, criticism 
of, 191, 192; on human nature, 185-187; 
on meaning of "nature," 187, 188; on 
natural superiority of governing prin- 
ciples, 193, 194; on passions, 188, 189; 
summary of ethical theory, 198-200; 
works of, 182, 201 


Callicles (see Sophists) 

Carnap, Rudolf, 375 (note) 

Casuistry: as applied ethics, 4; function 
of, 4 

Categorical imperative: as distinguished 
from "hypothetical imperatives," 217, 
218; as supreme law of morality, 215, 
216; concrete illustrations of, 219-221; 
explicit statement of, 215, 218; first 
formulation of, 218; general definition 
of, 205; non-contradictory nature of, 


218-221; unconditional nature of, 217, 
218; universal nature of, 218-221; 
second formulation of, 221-223; social 
implications of, 221-223 

Categories (see Kant, general position of) 

Cause: and the illusion of freedom, 165, 
166; efficient and final distinguished, 
55 (note); knowledge of as distifft from 
the cause itself, 115 ff. 

Chance (see Indeterminacy) 

Character, virtue a state of, 50, 51 

Choice, as origin of moral action, 55 

Christian virtues: faith, hope, and love, 
120-122 

Christianity: and its compatibility with 
utilitarianism, 241-243; Butler's thought 
as evidence for, 183-185; criticism of, 
265-268; doctrine of, 106-132; St. 
Augustine's conversion to, 106, 107; 
St. Augustine's justification of, 108, 189 

Chrysippus, 85 

Cleanthes, 85 

Cognitive language, and “assertion,” 335, 
336 

Conatus, 169, 170 

Conscience: as authority for moral obliga- 
tion, 185; as highest governing prin- 
ciple, 194, 195; as reflective moral 
principle, 182; Hobbes' analysis of, 
153; in resolving conflict between "self. 
love” and “benevolence,” 185 

Consequences (see a/so Utility, explicit 
statement of): actions evaluated in 
terms of, 230; insignificance of, 207 

Contemplation (see also Reason, as “ac- 
tivity of soul"), as a prerequisite. to 
happiness, 56-58, 162, 163, 178 

Courage (see also Fortitude), as support 
of reason by passions, 25 

Creativity, as exclusive gift of aristocrat, 
261, 262 

Cynics (see Epictetus) 

Cyrenaicism (see Epicurus) 


Darwin, 256 
Death: as absence of sentience, 67-69; 
fear of, 64, 71, 72 
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Definition, 4; futility of in ethics, 317-319; 
methods of, 306, 311-313 BOREAM 

Deism, definition of, 182 

Democritus, 64, 65, 326; and Epicurus, 64, 
65; metaphysics of, 64, 65 

De Rerum Natura, 61 

Descartes, 133, 158 

Descuptive ethics: as activity of social 
scientist, 4; as province of social sciences, 
327 ff.; Dewey's criticism of, 283-285 

Descriptive statements: as belonging to 
social science, 327; as distinguished from 
normative, 332 

Desires (see also Hobbes, psychological 
theory of): nature of, 73, 743 objects of, 
as conducive to happiness, 140 ff.; ob- 
jects of, as good, 136 

Determinism: and free will, 65, 114 f. 
139 f., 167 ff.; and human nature, 168, 

* 169; and the order of nature, 160 

Dewey, John: biography of, 279-181; 
general position of, 281283; on ethical 
empiricism and rationalism, 283-287; 
on “ethical experimentalism,” 290-196; 
on human nature and the physical 
world, 289, 296; on relation of ideals to 
actual behavior, 296-301; on "sub- 
jectivisr" and “egoism,” 293, 294; On 
value and value judgments, 283-285; on 
value of material welfare, 297-300; works 
of, 280, 281, 302, 303 

Dialectical method (see also Socrates), 
exemplification of, 17-21 

Dialogues (see Plato, dialogues of) 

Dionysius, as symbol of “will to power,” 


257 

Divine foreknowledge, and human freedom, 
110 (note), 114 ff. 

Duty (see Kant) 


Egoism (see also Hobbes, psychological 
theory of): Butler's criticism of, 184, 
191, 192; creative, as ideal of master- 
morality, 262, 263; Dewey's criticism of, 
293, 294; Spinoza's defense of, 170 ff. 

Emotions: and conatus (self- preservation), 
170, 17!5 Aristotle's theory 0’, 46 ff.; 


as passive, 173-175; control of, 173-176: 
Plato's theory of, 24 ff.; power of, 171- 
173; Spinoza's theory of, 168, 169 

Emotive expression, role of in ethical dis- 
putes, 3417347 

e language, and “expression,” 335, 
33 

Enchiridion (see also Epictetus, works of), 
of St. Augustine, 107 

Endeavors (see Hobbes, psychological 
theory of) 

Ends (see also Teleology): as separated 
from means, 296-301; hierarchy of, 40 
Epictetus:: and self-knowledge, 85; and 
the Cynics, 85; biography of, 83, 84; 
general position of, 84-88; on apathy, 
96, 97; on definition of moral, man, 84, 
85; on providence, 88, 89, 96, 97; on 
Epicurean hedonism, 98, 99; on 
Epicurean materialism, 93, 94; 0n frustra- 
tion, 94-96; on God, 86; on man's duty 
to his fellow men, 90, 91; on necessity 
of logic, 2; on self-control, 98, 99; on the 

practical significance of philosophy, 
100-102; on the rules for a virtuous life, 
99, 160; on the will, 86, 91-94; on virtue, 
86, 87; works of, B4, 104, 10$ 

Epicureanism (see Epicurus) 

Epicureans, 234, 235 

Epicurus, 93; and Cyrenaicism, 62, 63; 
and Aristippus, 62, 63; biography of, 
60-62; Epicureanism, 60-82; garden of, 
6o, 6t, general position of, 62-65; on 
“ataraxia” as ultimate goal, 63; on 
Democritus, 64-67; on duration of 
pleasures, 62; on evil, 111; on fear of 
death, 64, 65, 71, 725 on jndeterminacy, 
65; on justice, 77, 78; on passive pleasure, 
63; on prudence, 75-77; 0n the gods, 64 
(note), 69-72; on the serene life, 63, 72- 
74; on the soul, 67-69; on withdrawal 
from public life, 77-79; works of, 61, 81, 
$2 

Eternity: and supreme good and evil, 
119 ff.; under the aspect of. 160, 175, 176 

Ethical disagreement: as primarily “dis 
agreement in attinide,” j4t-344i 9 
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secondarily "disagreement in belief," 
341-344; science as contributing to the 
resolution of, 345-347 

Ethical disputes: as involving both fact 
and value, 341, 342; nature of, 339-341; 
role of emotive expression in, 341-347 

Ethical empiricism, criticism of, 283-285 

Ethical experimentalism: assumptions of, 
290, 291; changes resulting from, 294- 
296; social implications of, 293, 294 

Ethical hedonism, 230, 243, 244; as a 
normative doctrine, 230 

Ethical judgments, as involving ethical 
terms, 308 

Ethical properties, as existing independent 
of consciousness, 306 

Ethical rationalism, criticism of, 285-287 , 

Ethical realism, 306 

Ethical terms, as pseudo-symbolic and 
unanalyzable, 334, 335 

Ethical theorist, legitimate function of, 327 

Ethical theory: development of, 5, 6; 
history of, 5, 6; nature of, 7, 8 

Ethics (see also Moral): as a branch of 
psychology and sociology, 340, 341; as a 
kind of activity, 345, 346; as analysis of 
ethical statements, 308, 309; as emotive 
expression, 324-347; as inquiry into what 
is good, 307-309; as non-scientific, 327, 
345-347 as the analysis of ethical terms, 
327-329; definition of, 7 (note); ety- 
mology of, 7 (note); Judaeo-Christian, 
6; scientific method in, 279-301 

Evil: and the will of God, 112-114; as 
action from ignorance, 24 ff.; as con- 
tradictory of good, 17-21; as object of 
aversion, 139; as privation of good, 111 
ff.; as that which gives pain, 170, 171; 
meaning of in slave-morality, 259-261; 
problem of, 110 ff.; selection of, 116, 117 

Evolution (see Nietzsche and Dewey, 
general position of) 

Experience: and the integration of value 
and behavior, 290, 291; as such and as 
valuable, 283, 284; certainty not found 
in content of, 204; “Ideas” logically 
prior to, 12; mind as causal in ordering, 


204; values as not independent of, 293, 

294 E 

Experimentalism (see Ethical 
mentalism) 

Exploitation (see also Nietzsche and the 
"will to power"), as characteristic of 
all things, 264, 265 


experi- 


Facts: as instruments for the construction 
of value judgments, 284, 285; in relation 
to values, 284, 285, 330 ff. 

Faculty psychology, 24; Aristotle's, 46 ff.; 
Plato's, 24 ff. 

Faith: prior to knowledge, 109 ff.; reward 
of, 127-130 

Fear: of death, 64, 71, 72; of one's fellow 
man, 141, 142 

Feelings: assertion of, 335-337; expression 
of, 335-337 T 

Form: and matter, 38; of good, 1 3, 28, 29 

Forms (see Ideas, theory of) 

Fortitude (see also Courage), 121 

Fortune: quest for gifts of as vain, 161, 164; 
resignation to, 124-126 

Freedom: as action in accordance with 
reason, 167-169; as understanding the 
nature of things, 69, 70; from divine retri- 
bution, 69, 70; reason the key to, 174, 175 

Free Spirit (see Nietzsche, general position 
of) 

Free will (see Will, freedom of) 

Frustration, as attempt to control the 
uncontrollable, 94-96 

Function (see also Teleology), of man, 12 


Gentiles, 185, 187 

Glaucon and story of “Gyges’ ring,” 14 

God: and evil, 110 ff.; as essence of good, 
86; as not retributive, 71, 72; city of, 
107 ff., 117, 118, 122 ff.; intellectual love 
of, 161, 175-177; known only by divine 
illumination, 109; love of, 108 ff; 
synonymous with truth, 109; under- 
standing of, 175-177; vision of, 127-1 36; 

+ will of, 112-114 

Golden Mean: and moral virtue, £0, $1; as 
an intermediary point between excess and 
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deficiency, £o, 51; as. relative to the in- 
dividua], 50, $1 
Golden Rule: as ideal of utilitarian mo- 
rality, 242; its relation to natural law, 
152 
Good: and pleasure, 14, 17; arbitrariness 
of definitions of, 317-319; as a simple 
property,@ 313, 314; as actions which 
preserve harmony in man, 27; as con- 
teadictory of evil, 17-19; as end of all 
things, 40; as essence of God, 86; as 
final goal, 13; as freedom from pain, 63; 
as happiness, 42, 43, 259, 260; as in- 
definable, 304-322; as intellectual love of 
God, 175-177; as object of desire, 139; 
as objective, 14; as term in self-evident 
propositions, 307; as that which gives 
pleasure, 170, 171; conception of as 
changing, 283; criteria of, 43, 44; criti- 
cis of definition of, 306, 311-313; for 
man as end of political science, 40, 41; 
idea of, 13, 21; idea of higher than 
justice, 28, 29; knowledge of, 29-31; 
need for definition of, 305, 306; relativity 
of, 13, 14, 139, 179, 171 
Good life, in Greek tradition, 6 
Good will: as action for the sake of duty, 
210-212; as produced by reason, 208- 
210; as the principle of obligation, 206, 
207; as unqualifiedly good, 206, 207 
Gorgias (see Plato) 
Grace, as necessary to salvation, 110 
Greatest Happiness Principle (see Utility, 
explicit statement of) 
Gyges' ring, story of, 15, 16 


Happiness: and reason, 38, 39; as absence 

of pain, 233; as achieved best by “life 

of contemplation,” 56-58; as activity of 
soul in accordance with virtue, 45, 465 as 
actualization of man's reason, 39; as 
attainable by man, 38, 44; aS final, 38, 
44; as gratification of desire, 136; as 
other-worldly, 119, 120; as resulting 
from “social contract," 1 36; as self- 
preservation, 14° fi; as self-sufficient, 
38, 44; as serenity, 60 ff.; as “the good 


for man,” 42, 43; as vision of God face- 
to-face, 109 ff.; general criteria of, 43, 44; 
not the desire of man, 269; precise 
nature of, 45; realistic description of, 240, 
241; reason not the key to, 208-210; 
social means to, 240, 241; through fru- 
gality and simplicity, 74-76 

Harmony: of all things under God, 89 ff.; 
of functions of soul, 24 ff. 

Hedonism (see also Epicurus, general posi- 
tion of; Hobbes, psychological theory of; 
and Mill, general position of): as de- 
pendent upon knowledge, 22-24; Butler's 
refutation of, 184; ethical, inadequacy of, 
17-21; individual psychological, 230, 
243, 244; psychological, 133-156; uni- 
versal ethical, 230, 243, 244 

Hedonistic calculus (see Bentham, general 
position of) 

Heraclitus (see Stoicism, metaphysic of) 


Hobbes, Thomas, 184, 1915 biography of, 


133, 134; general position of, 135-137; 
on good and evil, 139; on justice and 
injustice, 151; on origin of society, 1447 
146; on power, 141, 142; on reason and 
natural law, 148-150; on self-interest, 
144-146; on society and moral obligation, 
147, 148; on sovereign power, 152-155; 
on "state of nature,” 139 ff.; psycho- 
logical theory of, 137-139; works of, 134, 
156 

Homeric deception, 270, 271 

Human conduct: ethics an examination of, 
279-303; ethics not an examination of, 
307-309 

Humanity, feeling for, 249, 250 

Human nature: as egoistic, 136; sources of 
controversy in, 142 ff.; teleological de- 
sign of, 185-187 

Hypothetical imperatives: as distinguished 
from “categorical imperative,” 217, 218; 
conditional nature of, 217, 218, 221-223 


Ideals: and actual behavior, 296, 297; as 
hypotheses, 282, 296, 297 

Ideas (see also Plato): “Idea of the Good,” 
28, 29; theory of, 13 
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Ignorance, as key to nature of evil, 22-24, 
160 s 

Indeterminacy (see Epicurus) 

Injustice: as infringement of natural right, 
149; as internal disorder, 27 

Intellectual virtue: as attained by instruc- 
tion, 48, 49; as discovery of rational 
principles of action, 39; as personified 
by wise man, 48, 49; as pursuit and dis- 
covery of truth, 53-56 


James, William, 351 

Jesus Christ, 108 i 

Judaeo-Christian ethic (see also St. Augus- 
tine, passim), 6; as source of anti- 
morality, 257, 265-268 

Judaism, criticism of, 265-268 

Jus (see Right, as distinguished from law) 

Justice, 121; and communal life, 77, 78; 
as determined by law, 147; as harmony of 
faculties, 25-33; as interest of stronger, 
14-16; as internal order and harmony, 27; 
as less profitable than injustice, 14-16; 
Christian interpretation of, 121, 122; 
knowledge of, 14; relativity of, 77, 78 


Kant, Immanuel, 7, 8; biography of, 202, 
203; general position of, 204-206; on 
duty and moral action, 210-215; on 
duty and moral value, 213, 214; on good 
will, 206-210; on happiness and reason, 
208-210; on “hypothetical imperatives,” 
217, 218; on the “categorical impera- 
tive,” 215, 216, 218-224; on the strict 
meaning of moral value, 212-215; theory 
of knowledge, 204, 205; works of, 203, 226 

Knowledge: as absolute, 13; as guide to 
true pleasure, 64, 72, 73; as key to the 
tranquil life, 64, 72, 73; as objective, 13; 
as prerequisite to virtue, II, 24; as 
superior to pleasure, 21-24; as universal, 
13; of God, 109; pleasure the accompani- 
ment of, 58, 65; the “third” kind of, 
175177 

Last Judgment, 126 


Law: as distinguished from Right, 148; 
fundamental moral, 205 ff, 


LI 

Laws of nature: as instruments of peace, 
148-1 £0; definition of, 148 

Leibniz, 158 

Lex (see Law, as distinguished from Right) 

Lex naturalis (see Laws of nature, definition 
of) " 

Logic, indispensability of, 2 

Logical positivists, 325; definitjon of their 
philosophy, 325, 326 

Logos, 85 

Love: of God, 108 f., 123, 124; of Ghd, 
intellectual, 176 ff.; of self (see Fgoism); 
of one’s neighbor, 123, 124 

Lucretius, 61 

Lyceum of Aristotle, 37 


Man: as a “creator of values,” 258; as a 
“fragment of God,” 89; as a. problem- 
solving organism, 282; as " measure of 
all things," 13; as prudent, definitign of, 
76, 77; as the “will to power,” 257; city 
of, 110, 117, 118, 122 f£; his choice of 
good and evil, 113 ff.; in natural state, 
136 

Manichaeans, 106 

Marcus Aurelius, 83 

Master-morality (see Nietzsche) 

Materialism (see a/so Epicurus, general 
position of; and Hobbes, general position 
of), criticism of, 93 

Mean (see Golden Mean) 

Meaning: as emotive, 326, 327; Positivists’ 
criterion of, 326 

Meaningful statements, as empirical or 
analytic, 326 

Means, as related to ends, 296-301 

Measurement (see also Bentham, general 
Position of), required for greatest amount 
of pleasure, 22-24 

Mechanism (see a/so Democritus, meta- 
physics of; and Hobbes, general position 
of), and psychological motivation, 135 

Mechanistic materialism (see Hobbes, 
general position of) 

Mill, James, 227 

Mill, John Stuart: biography of, 227, 228; 
general position of, 228-232; his depar- 
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ture fróm Bentham, 229, 230; on external 
and internal sanctions, 244-249; on 
happiness, description of, 240, ?41; on 
humanity, 249, 250; on objections to 
utility, 240-244; on proof of utility by 
reason, $31, 232; on the doctrine of 
utility, 232-234, 239-250; on the qualita- 
tive variation of pleasures, 234-241; on 
utility and Christian morality, 241-243; 
on utility as a rule for judging conduct, 
243, 244; on ultimate sanction of utility, 
244-247; works of, 228, 251 

Mind, principles and motions of, 137- 
139 

Misology, 209 

Moderation (see Golden Mean) 

Moore, G. E., 338; biography of, 304; 
geweral position of, 305-307; on , de- 
finability of objects which possess good- 
ness, 313, 314; on ethics as * the general 
inquiry into what is good,” 307-399; on 
the indefinability of good, 304-322; on 
the “naturalistic fallacy,” 314-316; on 
the nature of the basic ethical question, 
309-311; on the priority of analysis in 
ethics, 305; works of, 304, 395, 323 

Moral (see also Ethics): actions, charac- 
teristic of, 210-215; behavior, involving 
each element of soul, 24, 25; choice, as 
origin of moral action, 55; definition of, 
7 (note); etymology of, 7 (note); ex- 
hortations, ethics nqt concerned with, 
328, 329; experiences, ethics not con- 
cerned: with descriptions of, 328, 329 

Moralist: as persuasive and prescriptive; 

; concern of, 4 

Morality: as dependent on divine guidance, 
119, 120; lag behind technology, 2815 
law as foundation of, 137; reason and, 4 

Moral obligation: as correlative to social 
organization, 147, 1485 conscience as 
authority for, 185; duty as the principle 
of, 210-215; “good will” as principle of, 
206, 207; necessary an i 
dition for, 137 

Moral responsibility: rel 
predestination, 110 (note), 


ation to divine 
114 ff. 


d sufficient con- 


Mora! situations, reason applied to, 4 

Moral values, as founded in material wel. 
fare, 297-300 

Moral virtue: as attained by acting accord- 
ing to “golden mean," 5o, 51; as attained 
by practical experience, 48, 49; as based 
on ultimate knowledge of good, 29; as 
habitual choice in accord with reason, 39; 
as intelligent conduct, 53-56; as per- 
sonified by continent man, 48, 49; defini- 
tion of, £1, 52; specific examples of, 52, 53 


Naturalistic fallacy (see also Moore): detri- 
mental effect on ethical inquiry, 321, 3225 
illustrations of, 316; necessary avoidance 
of, 321, 322. 

Natural right, as self-interest, 144-146 

Nature: Butler's conception of, 187, 188; 
Nietzsche's conception of, 256 ff.; state 
of, 139 ff. 

Necessity (see Determinism) 

Neo-Platonism, 107 

Nichomachean Ethics (see Aristotle) 

Nietzsche, Friedrich: and evolution, 256, 
266, 267; and the “ Superman," 256; and 
the “will to power," 256, 264, 265, 268, 
269, 274-276; biography of, 253-255; 
criticism of Christianity and Judaism, 
265-268; criticism of moral philosophers, 
268-270; general position of, 255-257; on 
aristocratic creativity, 261, 262; on 
egoism and altruism, 262, 263; on master- 
morality and slave-morality, 267-261; on 
“sesentment” as the foundation of slave- 
morality, 259, 260, 262, 263; on suffering 
as an aristocratic virtue, 271-273; on 
the meaning of good and evil; 259-261; on 
the philosopher of the future, 273, 274; 
on the true life-seeking values, 270, 271; 
on transvaluation of values, 274-276; 
works of, 254, 277, 278 

Normative statements: analysis of, 331) 
332; as distinguished from descriptive, 
332; as interest of ethical theorist, 4, 5+ 
as the province of ethics, 327; emotive 
meaning of, 327; non-factual character of, 
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Obligation (see Moral obligation) 

Origen, 84 

Original sin, 108 

Ought (see also Moral obligation; and 
Normative statements), 308; as word 
expressing all imperatives, 217 


Pain, 137-139, 168 f., 231 ff; as intrinsic 
evil, 62; not identified with evil, 19-21; 
simultaneous with pleasure, 17-21 

Pantheism, 86, 9o, 107; Spinoza's, 159 
(note) 

Passions (see also Emotions), 50; as'ethi- 
cally neutral, 184; as particular impulses, 
193, 194; as related to “self-love” and 
“benevolence,” 188, 189; as springs of 
human action, 184; objects of, as par- 
ticular and external, 191, 192 

Paul, Saint, 118, 119, 121, 128, 187 

Peirce, Charles S., 282 (note) 

Philosopher, as orderly and divine, 31-33 

Philosophy: and correlation of pleasure 
and knowledge, 65; as logical analysis, 
325, 326; criticism of, 268 F., 301, 328, 
352; practical function of, 63, 64, 101-103 

Plato: and justice, 14; and “Philosopher 

. Kings,” 9; and Socrates, 10, 21; and 
teleology, 11, 12; and the Academy, 10; 
and the good, 13, 28, 29; and “ theory of 
Ideas,” 11-15; and virtues, 12; biography 
of, 9, 10; dialogues of, 10, 11, 34, 35; 
general position of, 10-14; selections from 
Gorgias, 17-21;. selections from Pro- 
tagoras, 21-24; selections from Republic, 
14-16, 24-33 

Pleasure (see also Hedonism), 137-139, 
168 ff., 231 ff.; and good, 14; as active, 
63; às intrinsic good, 62, 72; as passive, 
63; as supreme good, 17, 21; being over- 
come by, 21-24; cannot be identified 
with good, 19-21; duration of, 62; 
Epicurean and Cyrenaic conceptions 
of, 62, 63; intensity of, 62; as an accom- 
paniment of knowledge, 65; qualitative 
differences in, 230, 234-241; simul. 
taneous with pain, 17-21 are 

Politics: as concerned with “the good for 
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man,” 40, 41; Augustine’s theory of, 
117 ff., 122 ff.; Hobbes’ theory of, 141 ff. 

Positivism (see Logical positivists) 

Power: as man’s supreme desire, 268; as 
means to satisfaction of desire, 136; de- 
sire for, 141, 142 

Pragmatism: and the method of science, 
282; elements of, 281, 282; origin of the 
term, 282 (note) © 

Principia Ethica, 304, 305 

Protagoras (see Plato) 

Providence (see Epictetus; and Saint 
Augustine) ^ 

Prudence, 75-77, 121 

Pseudo-statements, 329 

Psychological motivation, and mechanism, 
135 

Psychological hedonism, 230, 243, 244; as 
a descriptive doctrine, 230 d 

Purpose, 12 


Rational nature, as an end in itself, 222, 223 

Realism: criticism of, 293, 294; subjective 
nature of, 293, 294 i 

Reason: and happiness, 38, 39; and moral- 

. ity, 4; and natural law, 148-150; as a 
tool of the will, 257; as "activity of 
soul,” 45, 46; as applied to moral situa- 
tions, 4; as distinctive function of man, 
38; as'a key to human freedom, 174, 175; 
as not intended to produce happiness, 
208-216; as producer of a good will, 208- 
210; cosmic, as supreme governing prin- 
ciple, 88; impotence of, 119, 120; its 
two-fold function, 46-48; life of, 156- 
180; primary task of, 53-56 

Reflective thinking, as method of solving 
problems, 282. 

Relativism, ethical, 1 3 


Religion, and morality, 106 ff., 183, 257, 


265-268, 301 
Republic (see Plato) 
Resentment (see Nietzsche) 
Revelation: reconciliation with Greek 
. Philosophy, 108 (note) f; Christian, 108 
Right: as distinguished from law, 148; 
transference of, 149-151 : 
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Salvation: as free gift of God, 110; philos- 
ophies, 60 
Sanctions, 230, 231; as external, 231, 544— 
247; as internal, 231, 244-249 
Schlick, Moritz, 325 (note) 
Schopenhauer, Arthur, 253 
Scientic method, as applied to ethics, 
279-301, 341 ff. 
c Self-evidence, as criterion of truth, 307 
Sel£interest, as natural right, 144-146 
——Self-knowledge, as key to man's place in 
the universe, 85 - : 
Self-love (see also Egoism): as governing 
principle, 193, 194; as regulator of 
passions, 184; authority of, 195-197; 
compatible -with “benevolence,” 188- 
190; object of, as general and internal, 
I9I, 192 . : 
^ Stlf-perfection, as foundation of virtue, 169, 
By 
Self-preservation, 140, 144, 145; as dictating 
conformity to reason, 169, 170; as founda- 
tion of virtue, 169, 170; as precipitator of 
emotions, 170-173 ; 


natural right) 

Slave-morality (see Niètzsche) 

Socialism, criticism of, 262, 263 

Social scientist, purpose of, 4 ` 

Society: a good society as necessary to 
moral virtue, 39, 40; as artificial creation, 
147, 148; origin in self-interest and fear, 
144-146 ` 

» Socrates, 1, 98; and "Anim, 62; and 
“dialectical ‘method,” 10; and the Cynics, 
85; as constructive critic, 3124 as criti- 

` cized by Aristotle, 55; as “gadfly? and 

ie “ midwife,” 10; death of, 10; ideal of, 3 
Sophists: as opponents of. Plato, A2 
Callicles, 11; rejection of just m 14- 

any; *Thirsayriachus, 16 - 

Soul: sas’ rational and irrational, 46-48; 
as sensitive, 47, 48; as vegetative, 47; 
atomistic construction of, 67-69; Demo- 

- enitean theory of, 64; faculties of, 24; 
immortality of, 64; 108 ff.; reason as ac- 
tivity of, 45, 46; structure of, 46-48 


a p Sine jure (see Injustice, as infringement of ` 
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Spinoza, Benedict de: biography of, 157- 

* 169; criticism of worldly interests, 161— 
164; general position of, 159-161; on 
bondage, 173-175; on determinism, 174, 
175; on emotions, general theory of, 170- 
175; on emotions, the study of, 168, 169; 
on free will, 165-169; on God, 175-177; 
on. man's capabilities, 163, 164; on self- 
preservation, 169, 170; on the “third” 
kind of knowledge, 175-177; on the true 
good for man, 161-165; on true freedom, 
167-169; summary of ethical theory, 177, 
178; works of, 158, 179, 180 

State: as “individual writ large,” 
sovereign power of, 152-155 

Stevenson, C. L.: biography of, 325; general 
position of, 325—328; on disagreements in 
belief and attitude, 341-344; on ethics 
as human activity, 345, 346; on science 
and ethical disputes, 347; on the role of 
emotive expression in ethical disputes, 
341-347; works of, 325; 348, 349 

Stoa, Zeno and the, 83 

Stoic, etymology of, 83 


25-27; 


` Stoicism: and God, 85, 86; founders of, 85; 


metaphysics of, 85, 86, 88, 89; Roman 
popularity of, 83 

Subjectivism, criticism of, 293, 294, 330, 
331 j 

Suffering: as aristocratic virtue, 271-273; 
as beyond human understanding, 124- 
126 : 

Summum Bonum, 208 (note) 


' Superman (see Nietzsche) 


Supreme.Good: as illuminator of truth, 29- 
31; as objective and eternal, 119, 120; 
knowledge of, 29-31; not grasped fully 
by man, 29-31; presentation of by anal- 
ogy, 29-31 


- Supremum Bonum, 208 (note) 


Synthetic statements, 326 


Teleology: and activity, 40; and human 
nature, 185-187, and mechanism, 12; in 


^ Plato, 11, 12; man's, 12 


Temperance (see also Golden Mean), 12, 
25, 120; as regulation of desires, 25, 121 
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INDEX 


Theism, definition of, 182 

Theorists, ethical: distinetive function of, 
ç; interest of, 5; main function of, 2, 3 

‘Vhrasymachus: justice as interest of 
stronger, 14-16; on advantages of in- 
justice, 16, 17 ; 

Transvaluation (see Values, cransvaluation 
of) 

Truth: as synonymous with God, 109; prag. 
matic criterion of, 282; relativity of, 
aha 


Universe, as dynamic, 282, 283 

Utilitarianism (see alse Utility, explicit 
statement of): criticism of, 330, 331; goal 
of, 

Unites answer of objections to, 240-244; 
as a rule for judging conduct, 243, 244; 
comprehensive statement of, 239, 240; 
explicit statement of, 233, 234; exposi- 
tion of, 232, 233; misrepresentations of, 
232, 233; ultimate sanction of, 244-247 


Value judgments: ethies not concerned 
with, 328, 329; facts as instrumental to, 
184, 285; non-factual character of, 331 

Values: as hypotheses, 296; as relative and 
transient, 136; as studied in terms of 
conditions, 282-289; as that which is 
“satiyfactory,” 383, 284; considered in 
terms of results, 283, 284; transvaluation 
of, 2747176 

Verifiability, principle of, 333 


Virtue (see also Good): à 
46; as a “state of chi 
excellence, 39; as ol to reason, 
169, 170; as valued for i own sake, 86: 
knowledge and, 9-35; moral and intel. 
lectual, 39, 48-56; nature of, 46-48 

Virtues: and the true religi 2: Chris- 
tian and Greek cna 120-122; 
man's, 12; Plato's enum n of, 12, 
25733 " 


happiness, 45, 


». $0, $1; as 


Will (see also Determinism; and Free will): 
as a form of the intellect, 166; as good in 
itself, 208-210; as ultimate source of 
ethical behavior, 91-93; evil, as failure 
to choose good, 116, 117; freedom of, 69, 
70, 167-169, 174, 175; metapnysical and 
moral primacy of, 93, 94 

Will to power, 256; as the essence of lifa 
264, 265; as the essence of man, 257 

Wisdom: as governing the soul by reason, 
2$; philosophical superior to practical, 
56-58; purpose of philosophical, 53-56; 
purpose of practical, 53-56; St. Augus- 
tine's criticism of, 119 ff. 

Worldly goods: as dependent on good will, 
208 ff.; as means to the final end, 43) 44i 
necessary avoidance of, 94-96, 99, 100, 
161-164 


Xenocrates, 36 


Zeno, 83 
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